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                                                                                      Abstract 
       Acted or real--and all life is real whether one is acting or not—the common denominator and consistent, 
ubiquitous reality of life and all behavior is that it manifests in the form of relationships on all scales. But what is a 
relationship? Until now, the answer to this question has not been sufficiently known. As a result of many years of 
empirical research that began with the aim of discovering what is going on in a gifted actor when s/he is playing a 
character that can be observed and experienced as a living, intuitive being, and based on the knowledge that to create 
a character’s life the actor must create the character’s relationships, the discrete, variable components of relationship 
and their systematic interaction in a physical system were discovered. This system, a self-organizing complex system 
in which human level behavior is polymeric and computational, is explained in this paper. A human being has both a 
subjective and objective existence that manifests in a vast network of relationships that includes and links mind and 
body and the physical and social environment. Generating and processing the information comprising the ever-
changing universe of a person’s relationships, this invariant system constitutes: the coding of human behavior, the 
mechanism of selection, replication and adaptation, memory storage and retrieval, symmetry in physical law, and the 
reconciliation of classical and quantum physics. It is the link between genetic and cultural evolution, and, I suggest, 
the function of the claustrum. 
To Daisaku Ikeda 
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Preface 
 
     This book conveys the results of an investigation of 
acting that ultimately, and unexpectedly, led to uncharted 
realms of real life. When I started out with the desire to 
understand more about acting, I never dreamed that so 
much would be discovered. In fact, I’ve had to learn about 
other subjects in order to be able to better understand what I 
found. For this reason, I have struggled with the problem of 
how to best convey this information, given the unlikely mix 
of actors, scientists and others I believe might be interested 
in it. The overall discovery is called “strokes.” When I put 
the explanation of strokes in the book first, it seems to be 
coming out of nowhere. When I put the story of its 
discovery first, it seems to be geared solely or mainly for 
actors, requiring an understanding of acting, or to be an 
acting manual of some kind, neither of which is the case. 
This is not a book about acting in the usual sense, but rather 
a book about discoveries that were made as a result of an 
investigation of acting. The difference can be compared to 
the difference between a book about an investigation of a 
piano, which would basically convey information about its 
many components and the ways in which they function 
together to produce sound and music, and a book about 
playing the piano. A book about strokes specifically for 
actors, would, among other things, focus on uses of the 
information by actors, and this book does not. That doesn’t 
mean that actors can’t find things in it that can be useful to 
them, but as I believe strokes relates to everyone, it has 
been written with a more diverse audience in mind. 
Nevertheless, although it deals rather intensely with acting, 
I decided to put the story of the discovery of strokes first 
because it serves as an introduction and provides helpful 
background information. However, with the information 
being new for actors, scientists and everyone else anyway, 
the book itself is only an introduction to strokes.  
     Actors or others in non-science related fields may find 
some of the science-related parts difficult to follow, and 
scientists may have a similar experience with some of the 
parts about acting. I hope that if this occurs it won’t cause 
any undue concern, as some things in one section may be 
helped by explanations in another. Although the system 
described in this book is very simple, it requires a somewhat 
different way of thinking, a sort of dualistic thinking, which 
I know from experience can sometimes cause a special and 
rather insidious obstacle to understanding that can be 
frustrating. But once its basic principles are grasped, the 
simplicity of strokes becomes evident and can be readily 
seen and experienced in oneself and others. 
 
 
*** 
It is the custom of scholars when addressing 
behavior and culture to speak variously of 
anthropological explanations, psychological 
explanations, biological explanations, and other 
explanations appropriate to the perspectives of 
individual disciplines. I have argued that there 
is intrinsically only one class of explanation. It 
traverses the scales of space, time, and com-
plexity to unite the disparate facts of the 
disciplines by consilience, the perception of a 
seamless web of cause and effect.1                                      
                                             –Edward O. Wilson  
 
 
                          1.   Discovering Strokes 
 
     My original goal, which led to the discovery of strokes, 
the self-organizing complex system that is the subject of 
this book, was to understand more about the elusive art of 
acting. I wanted to make discoveries about acting because I 
was an actor and the medium was so vaguely understood. 
Unlike the art of painting, the medium of which is paint, a 
substantive material, or the art of music, the medium of 
which is sound produced through the play of universally 
understood notes, much about acting has remained a 
mystery, which has handicapped actors. The mystery I am 
referring to is not the mysterious process of creating art, but 
the mystery of the medium of acting, which is life itself. 
     In 1973, while acting in a play called The Hot L Balti-
more, by Lanford Wilson and directed by Marshall Mason, I 
felt I had reached a plateau in my work. I was experiencing 
some interesting things while acting in the play and wanted 
to explore them further. I soon decided that in order to do 
this I would have to put aside my career for a while and 
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concentrate on acting in the lab as it were, because I found I 
couldn’t adequately explore these things while in perfor-
mance. This meant teaching because it was the only way I 
could create a situation in which to explore acting with 
other actors, which was necessary to gain a more objective 
view of it. Because I had received very good reviews and 
won awards for my performance in Hot L, a few of my 
friends thought that perhaps my decision to teach at that 
time was due to a fear of success. Actually, if it was 
anything like this, it was a fear of failure if I didn’t learn 
more about acting. Whatever it was, I really did feel that in 
order to grow as an actor, to go on from where I was 
artistically, I had to know more about acting. I never 
dreamed that I was embarking on what would turn out to be 
a decades-long ordeal.  
     I wanted to know more about acting—more, that is, than 
was generally known—as soon as I realized as a student 
actor how little was known about it. It seemed that 
whenever I started to work on a role my first thought was 
not, “How can I play this role,” but with a stab of fear, 
“What is acting?” The subject of acting itself always 
absorbed and perplexed me. I would ponder odd questions 
like, “What happens to me, where do I go when I become a 
character? Of course I understood that I was still there, 
being the actor, the instrumentalist, the interpreter of the 
playwright’s conception and all that, but the idea that while 
acting I was somehow replacing or transforming myself 
fascinated me. I knew that I was using aspects of myself, 
but using them in a way that came out not as myself but as a 
character that I could nevertheless experience myself as 
being. I wondered about this.  
     I also thought a lot about an article I read in an issue of 
Esquire magazine with the title, “Plastic Reality,” about 
simulations of reality. The author, Craig Karpel, gave 
examples such as the then-new Moog synthesizer, the 
moon-walk simulator and the holograph. “Plastic anything 
is a polymer,” he wrote. “A polymer is a giant molecule, 
formed when a large number of molecules are induced by 
temperature and pressure and the presence of a catalyst to 
string themselves together in chains. You can make the 
result take just about any shape, perform just about any 
function.”2 Bakelite and nylon are famous examples of 
polymers. The article told of a water polymer that had been 
created by some scientists that was 1.4 times as dense as 
plain water because it was more complex. They called it 
“polywater.” The author used this as the basis of a satire on 
what he saw as the synthetic nature of the culture at the 
time, writing, “Plastic reality is 1.4 times as dense as plain 
reality.” Satire aside, my imagination was captured by the 
idea of creating something that was 1.4 times as dense as 
plain reality. I thought that’s what acting should be, it 
should be 1.4 times as dense as plain reality and cause a 
deeper and more intense perception of life than real life. 
Although the particular example of the polywater he cited 
turned out to have no scientific merit, I didn’t know that and 
the ability to achieve something like this in acting became a 
sort of holy grail. I had actually seen such a profound sort of 
created beingness achieved by a few actors, if it could be 
called that, in stage performances, but only very rarely, in 
moments here and there. They were moments of perfor-
mances that were startlingly real, moments in which the 
creation of a life was heightened somehow, causing the 
audience to have a deeper experience of it. I also believed 
that I had sometimes achieved this while acting in The Hot 
L Baltimore, when I felt a process taking place within me 
that seemed to be a sort of intensification or magnification 
of a systematic process of life.  But I had no idea what it 
was or how it happened, and I wanted to find a way to 
achieve it as a matter of course. I didn’t like the idea of 
plastic anything in connection with acting though, so I 
didn’t try and discover a polymer-like process and certainly 
wouldn’t have known how to do something like that 
anyway. But long after the initial discovery phase of the 
system I had come to call “strokes” had ended, I read that 
polymers are not only synthetic but also organic, examples 
of which are DNA and protein, the building blocks of life. I 
was extremely happy to learn this because by that time I had 
realized that the process of strokes had somehow, totally 
unintentionally, turned out to be consistent with the process 
of polymerization described in the magazine article. But 
again, I didn’t pursue scientific subjects like this in the 
beginning.   
     In the early years, working with acting students, I simply 
wanted to find out what was going on when in a perform-
ance it is all there, when for both actor and audience the 
illusion of a human life is manifested by the actor to the 
extent that a total belief in it is achieved. As I said, this is a 
rare occurrence, but it does happen, and I wanted to know 
what it was made of—specific things had to be going on to 
produce the result. My question was, “When it’s all there, 
what is it?” I thought that there must be some kind of 
mechanics involved, something with component parts, even 
if the character was created without any conscious 
knowledge of such parts. I had felt them in performance, 
and my experience of them made me believe that there was 
an answer to my question.   
     I began to comb through theatre history in search of 
clues, thinking that perhaps theatre artists over the centuries 
had written or shared things about their work that had been 
overlooked, but I found no hidden clues. My search settled 
on the Russian actor and director Konstantin Stanislavski 
(1863-1938), and the German playwright and director 
Bertholt Brecht (1898-1956), whose works formed the two 
major mainstreams of theatrical art in the twentieth century. 
As a student actor I had studied the Stanislavski method, 
and I had also seen Brechtian acting, but now, exploring 
and teaching acting, I considered them both more object-
ively. Eventually I understood that Stanislavski had advo-
cated and developed a subjective approach for the actor and 
Brecht an objective one. Realizing that humans are both 
subjective and objective beings, I determined that my 
challenge was to bring the two approaches together. But I 
couldn’t think of any way to do this, or even how to 
approach the problem, until a friend loaned me a copy of 
the book, Philosophy of Value, by Tsunesaburo Makiguchi 
(1871-1944), the Japanese educator, geographer and philos-
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opher. Through studying this book, I was able to understand 
how the subjective and objective aspects of a life are linked. 
But I am jumping ahead. 
. 
                                                 *** 
     When I first started to teach acting, I taught what I had 
learned from acting teachers and from experience that had 
been useful to me in my acting career. My early training 
had been in the Stanislavski method, which was popularized 
in America, first in the 1930’s but particularly after the 
Second World War, by many teachers such as Lee 
Strasberg, Sanford Meisner, Stella Adler, Uta Hagen and 
Gene Frankel, who taught their own interpretations of it. 
     Stanislavski was an actor turned director who founded 
the Moscow Art Theater with Vladimir Nemerovitch-
Danchenko, a writer and producer, in 1897. In order to 
develop actors for the company, and as a reaction to the 
breast-beating, representational style of acting then popular, 
Stanislavski devised a method of naturalistic acting that 
produced a degree of realism that was revolutionary at the 
time. He believed that the goal of an actor should be to 
create the normal state of a person in real life. To 
accomplish this, he taught actors to find and play the 
character’s objective in a scene, which he considered the 
most important component of a character’s life. In Stanis-
lavki’s approach, known today as “The Method,” objectives 
are also referred to as “tasks.”  He taught actors to express 
objectives in terms of verbs such as “I want” or “I wish.”  
For example, “I want to marry Dave,” or “I wish to go to 
college.” In the Stanislavski method, objectives in turn 
produce activities, through which the character pursues his 
objectives. For instance, a character with the objective “I 
want to marry Dave,” might have activities such as “make 
Dave feel comfortable,” “flirt with Dave,” “amuse Dave” 
and/or “seduce Dave.” Objective and action are combined 
in the Stanislavski method.        
     Stanislavski also taught actors to discover and play the 
emotions of characters that arise as they meet obstacles in 
the course of pursuing their objectives. Towards this end, 
Stanislavski (and to an even greater extent his followers), 
delineated processes by which an actor could tap his or her 
own real emotional experiences to create an inner, emo-
tional life for the character. Along with his desire to develop 
a more naturalistic style of acting, Stanislavski wished to 
cause a deeply subjective reaction in the audience, one that 
would enable them to purge their own emotions in 
sympathy with the lives of the characters on stage.  
     Although basically I taught the Stanislavski approach 
when I began to teach acting, there were a couple of things 
about it that bothered me, as they had when I was a student 
actor. The ways in which actors were sometimes called 
upon to bring up emotional states often seemed to cross the 
line into territory better explored with a doctor than with an 
acting teacher. Some exercises do help to break down 
inhibitions, which is an important function of an acting 
class, but there are effective ones that do not require 
psychological invasiveness by the teacher. (The eminent 
acting teacher Stella Adler personally met and worked with 
Stanislavski in 1934 and reported that the degree of 
emphasis American teachers of his method placed on the 
direct exploration of the actor’s psyche or personal 
emotional life was not true to his teachings.) Naturally in 
developing a role one considers experiences of one’s own 
that are similar in some way to the character’s, but it 
seemed to me that in playing one just automatically drew 
from the shared well of the character’s and one’s own life 
experiences and also used one’s imagination. If one was on 
track in the life of the character, one could make the 
emotional passages believable. It always seemed simply 
part of an actor’s talent to be able to produce the necessary 
emotions of a character or at least the illusion of them. 
Although I understood that some exercises designed to help 
actors recall emotional experiences could be helpful in 
some cases or for some actors, I knew that I wouldn’t find 
what I was looking for through such means and so I didn’t 
teach them. 
     The other thing that bothered me was that the Stanis-
lavski approach required characters to always be taking 
some kind of action to achieve their objectives. I totally 
believed in Stanislavski’s teaching that the character’s 
objective, the character’s motivation, is the most important 
component of a character’s life. Desire is the seat of man’s 
existence, and so it must be for a character—without some 
sort of desire people wouldn’t get out of bed in the morning. 
But I felt there was a problem with the way that the 
motivational component was conceived and implemented. 
Objectives always carried out as activities or tasks tended to 
make characters seem one-dimensional. I appreciated that 
Stanislavski’s purpose in combining motivation and action 
was to activate the character, to keep things moving on-
stage, to create and maintain momentum and advance the 
story, but I thought it should be possible to accomplish 
these things in less overt ways as well, ways that could 
produce greater dimension and complexity. The fact that 
some of the most exceptional performances in the theatre 
have been given by actors trained in the Stanislavski 
method speaks highly of its basic principles, but I believe 
these actors were able to take some kind of leap beyond the 
literal application of the approach. Gifted actors have an 
intuitive ability to create something that functions as a real 
life does, using the same parts of themselves to create the 
character as the ones used in the functioning of themselves. 
Such actors know when they have achieved an organic level 
of wholeness as a character and can recognize and feel the 
truth of its existence. In effect, they know on some myster-
ious level what a functioning life feels like and can create 
characters that have it.    
     As I said, there were experiences I had while playing in 
The Hot L Baltimore that I wanted to explore. They were 
experiences of some kind of process at work within me, one 
in which physical and mental-emotional components 
seemed to operate dynamically in a systematic way. Be-
cause I had played Jackie, my character in the play, so 
recently, I was able to recreate those parts of my perfor-
mance and revisit the experiences. It was through doing this 
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that I realized that I had conceived Jackie’s desires as if 
they were already achieved. Actually I don’t think I had 
consciously conceived them that way, but I recalled that 
when I would intermittently reinforce her desires within 
myself during the course of the play this is the form they 
took.   
     In the play, Jackie is on her way to Utah with her brother 
to claim a piece of (probably non-existent or useless) land 
she’s bought over the radio, but she is stuck at the old run-
down hotel because she doesn’t have money to get license 
plates for her car. As I played her, one of her desires was 
“I’ve got the plates.” (As you can see, this is a desire con-
ceived as if it has been achieved.)  With this desire, Jackie’s 
relationships to everyone and everything in the hotel lobby 
where the play takes place had meaning according to 
whether or not, or to what degree, they or it enabled her to 
get the license plates. With other desires she had, people, 
places and things took on different meanings.  
     As Jackie, I experienced a magnetic energy between me 
and the things I related to. It sounds strange, but the feeling 
I had in several passages of the performance, as I played her 
relationships, was of a sort of magnetic energy pulling me 
back and forth between things. As I recreated passages of 
the performance, I tried to identify what was going on. 
Having played Jackie, I of course had lots of information 
about her life, which informed the behavior. However, 
when I made up characters on the spot, for which the only 
information I had was a desire and random objects to relate 
to, the magnetic energy was much weaker and quickly died 
out. Thus I found that I was able to produce the energy with 
desires conceived as if achieved and played in a certain way 
in relation to things, but that without information to feed the 
dynamic, the energy disappeared. The energy and the 
information were dependent on each other.  
     As an intuitive actor I had always had very little idea 
how I did what I did as an actor, but I did know that I 
determined what the character wanted and out of that I 
somehow created relationships. But now I realized that I 
barely knew what a relationship was. I decided that I had to 
find out what a relationship actually consisted of, what its 
components were and how they worked together. I 
continued to explore on my own as well as to work with 
students on scenes in search of this information, and I read 
anything I thought might be helpful concerning relation-
ships and behavior, such as books on psychology. However, 
I couldn’t find anything that was practically useful for my 
purposes until I read Philosophy of Value, by Tsunesaburo 
Makiguchi. Although the subject of value didn’t sound very 
interesting to me, I was told that his theory provided an 
explanation of subject-object relationships. As this sounded 
exactly like what I was looking for, I was excited to read it. 
 
*** 
     Tsunesaburo Makiguchi was an educator whose life as a 
teacher was made very difficult by the Japanese government 
due to his revolutionary ideas on education. As a young 
man he became a primary school teacher and later a school 
principal, dedicating himself to cultivating independent 
thinkers rather than the “subjects” the Japanese system of 
education churned out. He believed that the purpose of 
education was the happiness of the individual student. How-
ever, in the highly nationalistic atmosphere of Japan in the 
first half of the twentieth century, he was swimming against 
the tide and was eventually forced out of the government-
run school system.3  
     With so much of his work, he was ahead of his time. In 
1903, he published A Geography of Human Life, which 
examines the interrelatedness of human society and the 
natural world. He received great praise in intellectual circles 
but little in terms of material rewards. (A wonderful English 
edition of this book was published in 2002.) In 1930, his 
groundbreaking work, The System of Value-Creating Peda-
gogy, was published and again he received great praise in 
Japanese intellectual circles but little in the way of anything 
else. However, a school implementing his educational phil-
osophy and methods was started by his closest follower, 
Josei Toda, and enjoyed remarkable success. In the same 
year that The System of Value Creating Pedagogy was 
published, Makiguchi founded the Soka Gakkai (Value-
creating Society), which flourishes today.  
     In 1943, as pacifists opposed to the war and to the edicts 
of the military government, which among other things 
ordered people to uphold the practice of the state-sponsored 
religion, Makiguchi and Toda were arrested and sent to a 
Tokyo prison,4 where Makiguchi died of malnutrition in 
1944 at the age of 73.5 
     The System of Value-Creating Pedagogy was planned for 
several volumes, but they were not completed. It was the 
second volume, Philosophy of Value, which was supple-
mented by Josei Toda after Makiguchi’s death, and subse-
quently issued in English in 1964 after Toda’s death, that I 
got from my friend. Makiguchi’s philosophy reveals how 
human beings are constantly in the process of creating 
either value or what he termed anti-value.  He basically 
defined value as the relationship between an object and an 
evaluating subject. 
     Makiguchi’s philosophy provides a thoroughly detailed 
classification of different kinds of value, and also clarifies 
the critical differences between truth and value. As many 
are aware, according to the Kantian school of thought, value 
consists of truth, goodness and beauty. Makiguchi, how-
ever, distinguished truth from the concept of value by 
defining value as consisting of good, gain and beauty, thus 
refuting the view that truth is a value. Notwithstanding this 
difference, Makiguchi was a great admirer of Kant’s work, 
which he studied throughout his life.    
     While making a distinction between truth and value may 
seem to some to be only philosophical wrangling or seman-
tics, the difference is truly epoch-making. Makiguchi states, 
“When a thing is expressed as it is, we call it a fact or a 
truth, and when the relationship between the object and the 
subject is expressed we call it value.”6 “For example, when 
we say, ‘This is a horse,’ and when the object is not a cow 
or a sheep but precisely what is commonly recognized as a 
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horse by society, i.e., when the thing is expressed just as it 
is, we call it a truth.”7 “On the contrary, value is the 
emotional relationship between an object and human 
life…produced between the object and the subject that 
evaluates it. For example, when we say, ‘This horse is 
beautiful,’ or ‘it is useful,’ we term this expression value, as 
it denotes a relation with humanity.”8 
     Quite apart from acting, I found Makiguchi’s work ex-
tremely eye-opening. He believed and convincingly makes 
the case, through his thorough analyses of truth and value, 
that the confusion of truth and value is actually a principle 
cause of all the chaos in the world. He explains that 
recognizing something (cognition) and measuring its value 
(evaluation) are two entirely different things, yet people will 
argue and fight over a truth, thus confusing the truth with 
their relationship to it. The problem prevents people from 
recognizing something for what it is and then measuring its 
relative value in their lives. 
     In terms of my work, Makiguchi’s theory of value was at 
first very difficult for me to grasp, but the first thing I 
understood from his writings was that a subject and object 
have particular properties and functions and interact in a 
specific way to produce a relationship. From his explan-
ations of the differences between a subject and an object, 
and cognition and evaluation, I began to understand the 
functions and dynamics involved in the creation of a 
relationship. He wrote, “Cognition means attending to an 
object, recognizing its quality and mentally receiving it as 
idea…On the other hand, evaluation is the measurement of 
relative force between object and subject. Therefore, 
cognition is objective and evaluation subjective.”9 Although 
it would take some time for me to translate these principles 
into my work, I recognized the “relative force between 
object and subject” as the magnetic energy I experienced 
when I played desires “as achieved” in a particular way in 
relation to things.  Because of this, I knew I was on the right 
track.    
     Understanding the concept of subject and object was one 
thing, but explaining it was another. The concept was an 
unusual one for an acting class, and for me as well as for 
my students it represented a new way of thinking. In trying 
to explain the concept of subject and object, I would have 
momentary success when I did things like point to myself as 
the subject and look at a chair and point to it as the object, 
but for some reason I had trouble getting the understanding 
to stick. I finally got it across with pictures like this:  
*** 
     As everything is created from the character’s standpoint 
in acting, I began to call the subject the character’s 
subjectivity, and the object the character’s objectivity, and 
because of the magnetic energy I experienced between 
them, as well as their orientation to each other, I called them 
the two poles of a relationship.         
     Once I understood that a relationship occurs between an 
objectivity and subjectivity, I saw that I needed to identify 
all the parts of the relationship that occur between the two. 
Of course with the actors’ work on scenes, a character’s 
action and words were already considered parts of a 
relationship. 
     Because this was acting, nothing could remain in the 
realm of mere idea or theory. Just because an actor has a lot 
going on in his mind and is feeling things doesn’t mean that 
those things are necessarily being communicated to the 
audience or that the audience is feeling anything. 
Everything has to be actualized, which is to say played with 
the instrument. In acting, the word “instrument” refers to 
the actor’s mind, body and voice. What I was going for was 
not only a full understanding of relationships but also their 
instrumental equivalent, which means the parts of the 
instrument involved in the playing of all the parts of a 
relationship. This equivalency is not a requirement of acting 
generally, but it had become so for me because my question 
remained, “When it’s all there, what is it?”                     
      Makiguchi wrote: “The expressions, ‘This is beautiful’ 
or ‘This is ugly’ mean that the person who has such a 
feeling has some subjective standard to criticize or evaluate 
the object and measures the relative force of the object by 
the quantity of the impression or an agreeable or 
disagreeable feeling.”10 This explained why constructing 
desires as if they were already achieved was effective in 
creating relationships. When constructed as if achieved, the 
desires function as a subjective standard, as criteria for the 
evaluation of the object. A desire in an achieved state is in 
an ideal state, and anything or everything can be evaluated 
in light of it, or, put another way, measured against it. I 
realized that with the subjectivity, or standard, “I’m 
popular,” for example, a character might evaluate a group of 
other characters as friendly or unfriendly towards him and 
have an “agreeable or disagreeable feeling” in response. In 
other words, with the subjectivity “I’m popular,” a positive 
evaluation of the group such as “friendly” would likely 
produce a pleased feeling in response. On the other hand, an 
evaluation of the group as “unfriendly,” might produce a 
rejected feeling.  
     It quickly became obvious that the evaluation of the 
objectivity was one and the same thing as the character’s 
perception of it from the point of view of the subjectivity, 
and that the perception brought a response. Thus the 
components of perception and response were added as 
components of a relationship. Things began to get exciting 
at this point because I realized that the response was not the 
character’s response to the object but his response to his 
perception of it from the point of view of his subjectivity. 
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This was an important distinction because it meant that 
infinite numbers of choices for creating relationships were 
possible and, as I would much later come to understand, 
that relationships were actually computational.  
     The clarity about the distinctions between the compo-
nents of a relationship and their relationships to each other 
enabled me to see why combining the character’s objective 
and action as in the Stanislavski method was limiting. When 
components of a relationship are combined, the relational 
dynamics of the interactions are lost, as well as the 
unlimited possibilities for relationships. As I’ve mentioned, 
however, some actors trained in the Stanislavski method are 
able to achieve great dimension and complexity anyway 
because of their own intuitive ability to create a convincing 
representation or illusion of a life. Also, the general logic of 
the Stanislavski approach, which is to determine a char-
acter’s objectives and play the character’s emotions as they 
arise in pursuit of those objectives, is sound and a useful 
springboard for character creation. It doesn’t in itself, 
however, lead to the creation of dimension or complexity in 
a character. 
     Clearly the subjectivity was the motivational component. 
It was the character’s objective, desire, and intention as well 
as the character’s criteria for evaluating anything in its life. 
As such, it was also the character’s point of view. Working 
with the subjectivity instrumentally, trying to understand all 
its properties and functions as a discrete (separate) 
component, I found to my amazement that each word of the 
subjectivity (words being only symbols for things), could be 
organically translated into an aspect of the character and 
together these aspects actually formed the character. I found 
that every part and aspect of the subjectivity finds its way 
into a character and its relationships. I realized that this had 
occurred with Jackie in the case of her subjectivity, “I’ve 
got the plates.” For Jackie the license aspect of the plates 
manifested in her character as a desire for legitimacy and in 
an attitude of having the right (the license) to go wherever 
she wanted and do whatever she wanted to do. Even the car 
aspect of the plates, which would get her back on the road, 
manifested in a way she had of wheeling and dealing. 
People have immediate, intermediate, and far-reaching 
desires. The fact that her subjectivity was “I’ve got the 
plates” and not “I’m back on the road” or “I live on my land 
in Utah” (either of which would encompass the getting of 
the plates), manifested in her as being a person who 
operates more out of immediate needs. It also made her 
destination more remote. The subjectivity permeates 
everything. When I did the play I was aware that one of her 
desires was “I’ve got the plates,” and built relationships 
from that desire, with other characters and things helping or 
hindering the achievement of it. But I didn’t realize until 
this time that these qualities of her life had grown out of 
that desire, or subjectivity, too. Of course Lanford Wilson’s 
play contained the life in it that could be found, and Mar-
shall Mason created a great environment in which one could 
develop a character. 
     I taught the actors to determine a character’s subjectivity  
                                                 
by, in effect, asking the character to describe his or her 
perfect life as if it were already achieved. The character’s 
“answer” was the subjectivity, which would usually contain 
a few parts, each of which constituted a facet of the 
subjectivity. For example, “I’m healthy and my debts are all 
paid off” is a subjectivity with two facets: “I’m healthy” 
and “My debts are all paid off.” Each facet was itself con-
sidered a subjectivity because only one facet of a subject-
ivity is operable at a time. Therefore, we would consider 
this character to have two subjectivities.  
     The actors worked on their ability to create subjectivities 
and on playing relationships to everything in a scene that a 
character might relate to with his or her different subject-
ivities. Makiguchi wrote, “Man takes no heed of a thing that 
has no bearing on him. It is very often the case that he is not 
even aware of its existence in the least. But on the other 
hand, he notes the thing which influences his life and feels a 
relationship with it. To that which threatens his life, he is 
more sharply attentive.”11 It was interesting to see what 
things were included or excluded based on the view from 
this or that subjectivity. 
     The work the actors were doing was becoming increas-
ingly specific as they began to create characters’ lives as 
successions of relationships with the increasing number of 
components that were being identified. A change from one 
stroke to another was caused by a catalyst, which could 
come from inside or outside of a character’s life, and were 
things like the sight or sound of something, or something 
another character says, or a thought of something, etc. 
     Props handled in a scene were called relative objects, 
which are also anything a character is in relation to other 
than the objectivity. Although they are part of the relation-
ship, or occur because of the relationship, relative objects 
exist in relation to the relationship. They are drawn to the 
relationship by association and reflect and/or have an 
influence on it.  
     Relative objects are such things as a cup and saucer, a 
dust cloth or a cigarette. A pen being used to write a letter 
in a scene is a relative object. The way the pen is handled 
reflects the state of the letter writer.  If he is writing an 
angry letter, the anger will be reflected in the way the pen is 
handled. The relative object itself also conveys information. 
If the letter is being written with a nubby pencil rather than 
with a gold pen, different information about the character 
will be communicated. Relative objects are also such things 
as the weather and the time, which are known as the “given 
circumstances” of a scene, things that are always factors of 
some kind and can have a bearing on the relationships in a 
scene. In many of Tennessee Williams’ plays, for example, 
heat is a constant relative object. Relative objects can also 
be people, or anything else for that matter. If a girl, in 
relation to Joe with the subjectivity, “Joe loves me” is 
saying goodnight to him at the front door while her mother 
is calling for her to get in the house, her mother will surely 
be one of her relative objects, until he is kissing her 
goodnight and her mother doesn’t exist at all.             
     Because of the identification and inclusion of an increas-  
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ing number of components in a relationship, I started calling 
each of these relationships a “stroke,” and a succession of 
them “strokes.” There are so many relationships within a 
stroke that the word relationship didn’t seem adequate, and 
I couldn’t find an already existing word for a multi-dimen-
sional relationship. At some point strokes just became the 
name of the process. I chose the word “stroke” because of 
its meaning in painting, in which each stroke of a brush 
both adds to and changes a picture. In this case, each stroke 
both adds to and changes a life. 
     Eventually, because of the number of components in-
volved, it became necessary to compose strokes in order to 
play them, just as complex musical compositions have to be 
written in order to be played.  
     When two actors performed a scene as a succession of 
strokes for the first time in class, it seemed to validate the 
work we were doing.  The scene was clearer and richer in 
meaning than any of the previous scene work had been. 
Watching it one got a stronger, clearer, and yet more subtle 
sense of the characters and their stories because what they 
wanted and what different things meant to them was not 
communicated by predictable actions or an emotionalized 
delivery of words, but through a fabric of developing rela-
tionships. The characters’ lives had greater dimension and 
were more involving to watch. The results seemed to justify 
the degree of work involved. 
     I added the component of thought, which helped to 
synthesize the qualitative elements of the other components.  
It now seemed that all the components should have been 
identified—what else could there be?  But something was 
still missing, and for many students this was a breaking 
point. Although they could play a character’s relationships 
with greater specificity than before, the demands of the 
work were far more than anyone had bargained for, and it 
had become less and less fun. Understandably, students 
dropped out. Of course I was sad to see them go, but I was 
on a quest, and remained unswayed. To me the biggest 
problem was that with the addition of the many compo-
nents, the forces of energy had disappeared.          
     There were two experiences I’d had while playing Jackie 
that I was particularly interested in. One, which I’ve 
mentioned, was of the operation of some kind of mechanics 
going on within me that produced a dynamic interaction of 
mental-emotional and physical elements. The other exper-
ience was of going from one relationship to another and in 
the process feeling a cascade of mental-emotional and 
physical elements undergoing a reconfiguration within me 
as though occurring in a kaleidoscope as they organized 
themselves into a new relationship.  I had no idea what was 
taking place in this process, but it felt entirely organic and 
strong forces of energy were involved.  Both experiences 
felt like a life in operation. As a result of these experiences 
and the hundreds of experiments I had conducted based on 
them, trying to understand the interrelational dynamics, I 
knew that the components’ relationships to each other were 
as important as their functions because the energetic forces 
were strengthened or lost according to the order in which 
the elements were engaged. I worked and reworked the 
order of the components and tried different ways to 
implement them, but nothing I did enabled me to discover 
or recreate the dynamic interactions I had experienced. I 
finally came to a dead end.         
     Frustrated and discouraged but simply unable to accept 
that all the effort had been for nothing, I went to see a friend 
and showed him my work in the state it was in and he said, 
“It’s good, but where’s esho funi?” Esho funi is a Buddhist 
term meaning “oneness of life and the environment,” which 
I knew because like my friend I was a Nichiren Buddhist 
and had studied this concept as part of its life philosophy. 
His response gave me hope because although I had no idea 
how I could incorporate this principle, I now knew what 
was missing.        
     I immediately began to wonder if objectivities (objects) 
could be considered the environment, and decided that they 
could: subject-object = person-environment. But how were 
they linked in a practical sense? Through what process did 
they become one? Yes they were one because you can’t 
have one without the other, but just knowing that wasn’t 
enough. This was acting and the reality had to be 
manifested somehow.  I determined that the objective aspect 
of the character’s life had to be built up as strongly as the 
subjective aspect. But how?  I began to think about Brecht. 
 
*** 
     I knew that an objective way of playing had been 
developed by Bertholt Brecht for The Epic Theatre, which 
he founded with the producer and director Erwin Piscator in 
Germany in 1927. In The Epic Theatre, which was born of 
social and political influences as well as theatrical ones, 
actors were directed to demonstrate emotions rather than to 
play them subjectively. In Brecht’s Marxist political view, 
the people were puppets and manipulated by those in power 
and therefore lacked their own subjective motivation. So 
while to Stanislavski the subjective motivation was key, 
Brecht removed it altogether. To accomplish the desired 
effect in acting terms, Brecht derived the essential features 
of his acting technique from the Chinese style of acting, 
adapting the principles of the “exhibition character” to 
achieve what he called the “Alienation Effect.” The purpose 
of this effect was to keep the audience from becoming 
emotionally involved, and furthermore to determine the 
object of the audience’s attention and control their reaction 
to it. Brecht’s ultimate purpose was to cause the audience to 
have a strong judgmental response instead of an emotion-
ally charged sympathetic response, which was the aim of 
Stanislavski’s approach. Brecht didn’t want the audience to 
purge their emotions in sympathy with the characters, but 
rather to leave the theatre feeling compelled to do some-
thing about the social conditions they’d seen depicted on 
stage.   
     Although I personally had never had any training in 
Brechtian acting (also known as Epic Theatre Technique), I 
had seen some of the English director Peter Brook’s 
brilliant productions that showed a strong influence of it, 
and in the early 1970’s I had seen several productions of 
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The Open Theater, the American theatre company founded 
by Joseph Chaikin. In the Open Theater actors’ perform-
ances, one could see what may have been the purest exam-
ples of Brechtian acting since Brecht’s time. As I tried to 
find ways to integrate the Stanislavski and Brecht approach-
es, I kept thinking about those performances. I recalled how 
the actors played different behaviors and qualities object-
ively, with no subjective involvement. For lack of another 
way to describe it, the effect of this approach was that rather 
than seeming happy, sad, or angry in a normal sort of way, a 
character would seem like a happy, sad, or angry zombie. 
The actors most artfully played all kinds of specific qual-
ities with a kind of subjective vacancy. I worked on this on 
my own and found out how to play qualities in this way. I 
then had to figure out how or even if this approach could be 
included in my work.  
     I was now down to two students. While other things had 
intervened for some of them, it was understandable why the 
others had left. For two years I had progressively introduced 
approaches to character and scene work that were not only 
unusual but were very often extremely difficult to carry out. 
But fortunately only two actors were needed to conduct 
experiments and actually the fact that there were only two 
made things easier at this point. Lisa Francia and Pat 
Keating had both developed excellent instruments by this 
time and were totally dedicated to the task. I would work on 
things overnight and then try them out with them the next 
day. We worked all day, six days a week. 
     During this time, I decided that it would be helpful to 
give demonstrations of the work we were doing. I had put 
on demonstrations in the past, mainly to attract students and 
generate interest, but we began to do them every Saturday 
night on a regular basis in order to see how the developing 
work affected audiences. We gave the demonstrations in the 
loft I lived and worked in, which had been made into a 
theatre. I would introduce the proceedings with an overall 
explanation of strokes and a demonstration of its com-
ponents. Lisa and Pat would then perform a scene in several 
different ways, which we rehearsed during the week, with 
each variation preceded by a brief explanation of what was 
to be demonstrated. The variations were accomplished by 
changing or interchanging elements of the strokes that were 
being played. This was possible because each component of 
a stroke is a variable, which is a quantity or function that 
may assume any given set of values. This was in 1975, a 
full decade before most people were even thinking about 
computers and two decades before they were really 
common, so although I didn’t know enough to call them 
variables, this feature of strokes, which is basic to computer 
programming, was quite eye-opening and unusual at the 
time. Of course I wasn’t trying to make strokes like a 
computer program; I didn’t even know what that was. 
     All during this time I was continuing to rack my brain to 
discover all the components and dynamics of a relationship, 
or what I now called a stroke. Then, working one night, I 
found a way to play an objectively played quality with a 
subjectively played quality, and when I did I experienced a 
strong magnetic energy between the two, so strong that they 
bounced off each other, just like what I had experienced in 
Hot L. The combination of the two qualities felt incredibly 
life-like, and I realized that it was the combination of a 
perception and a response. Until then, although it had 
troubled me, I believed that the perception couldn’t be 
played. The perception was always individually specified in 
compositions, but I had assumed that the perception could 
only be inferred or deduced from the combination of the 
other components and couldn’t be instrumentalized. I had 
also rather mindlessly assumed that the perception was part 
of the object of the relationship because the perception was 
of the object, but I now more clearly realized that, as 
Makiguchi wrote, the object is expressed exactly as it is, 
without any subjective evaluation, so of course the percep-
tion couldn’t be part of the object. It was part of the subject, 
the character, and as I discovered, could be played.  
     I found that it was possible to play any quality in either a 
subjective or an objective way, individually, or with 
subjective and objective qualities combined and played at 
the same time. But the qualities weren’t actually played at 
the same time; they only seemed to be played at the same 
time. Because of the magnetic energy, they alternated back 
and forth, creating an illusion. And when I engaged 
different combinations of subjective and objective qualities 
in this way, I experienced a rush of associations. It was also 
possible to create emotional states.  
     We entered an exciting new period of experimentation in 
which we worked to discover how all the subjective and 
objective interactions played out in a stroke. The fact that 
each and every component was discrete, which is to say 
separate, made it possible to conduct controlled experi-
ments. Components could be added or subtracted or moved 
around and combined in different ways. It was possible to 
judge where there were gaps in the stroke, instrumentally, 
informationally, and in the forces of energy. Through this 
process, all the components as well as the subjective and 
objective interactions of a character’s life were discovered, 
making it possible to create a profound illusion of any 
human being. Equally important, no technique or system 
was visible or apparent in any way.             
     When it was all there, we knew it, and it seemed that the 
question, “When it’s all there, what is it?” had been ans-
wered. And partly it had been. It was all there, but it would 
take thirty more years for me to understand what it was. 
 
2.   Discovering Strokes, Part Two 
 
     All the components of strokes came together in early 
December, 1975. Subsequently over the years I tried to start 
theatre companies, but they failed, partly because of the 
difficulty of strokes, partly because I wasn’t cut out to run a 
company, but most of all because I was uncompromising in 
my teaching of strokes. I couldn’t open it up to further 
exploration since all attempts to do so always proved so 
quickly to obliterate the communicative power of strokes.  
Because it was so demanding, I wanted strokes to be easier 
as much as anyone else did, but I just couldn’t bring myself 
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to compromise it. Of course I lacked patience; if I hadn’t, 
the discoveries to come might have come sooner. But as it 
was, I was afraid that all the great things about strokes 
would disappear unless the approach that had been 
discovered was kept intact. A couple of actors I taught went 
on to teach aspects of strokes, particularly the use of the 
subjectivity component.  One or two people even began to 
adapt and teach parts of strokes as part of their own 
techniques after only attending demonstrations. But I 
couldn’t teach only parts of it. Once the whole thing had 
been discovered, I couldn’t bear to diminish it in any way. 
Ultimately of course, despite all its innovations, strokes was 
unacceptable as I taught it after its initial discovery because 
it wasn’t possible to act intuitively. Being able to act intu-
itively is crucial to the art of acting for many reasons, not 
the least of which is the need of actors to be able to react to 
all the unexpected things that can happen onstage when 
acting with other actors (who aren’t also acting in composed 
strokes). But of course all art is intuitively created.                                                                                                                                                                  
     As I have mentioned, the number of components and the 
way they had to be played necessitated actors to compose 
strokes prior to playing them. In other words, the elements 
of a stroke had to be predetermined in order to be instru-
mentalized. Actors would compose their characters on 
“stroke sheets” in a way that was comparable to writing 
music, and although it was an unheard of, unorthodox prac-
tice, composing itself was fun, partly because, ironically, it 
was intuitive. It was like a whole new medium. I should add 
that the ability to compose characters was never a goal of 
mine, but became possible simply because the identification 
of all the relational components made it possible and, as I 
say, necessary. There was also something else that made the 
original approach to strokes untenable. Unlike a musician 
and an instrument, the actor is both the player and the 
instrument. In creating a character, although he does so 
using parts of himself, the actor transforms himself, but this 
was done in the extreme with strokes. With strokes, as they 
were played then, the actor had to be totally engaged in 
specifically generating, in all the different parts of the 
instrument, all the different elements that constituted the 
character’s life. This meant that no part of the actor was 
available to carry on a relationship with the audience. This 
relationship, which is not direct in any obvious way but is 
subtle and invisible to the eye, is a most important ingred-
ient of acting, or certainly of great acting. This relationship 
is all but impossible to describe, and is not something that 
can be taught—in fact it is perhaps the secret of the actor’s 
gift. I think it is best described in a wonderful book, a 
collection of letters between Athene Seyler, a popular Eng-
lish comedienne of the early twentieth century, and Stephen 
Haggard, a young English actor.  She wrote: 
 
   When I talk of establishing direct contact with 
an audience I mean a subtle psychological bond, 
perhaps merely the subconscious acknowledge-
ment that the intention of your job as a comedian 
[actor] is to point out something to an audience, 
and that the audience’s reaction to this makes up an 
integral part of your job. You must create a delicate 
thread of understanding of the character you are 
portraying between yourself and your spectator, so 
that in a way, you jointly throw light upon it.12   
 
     This is not to say, however, that actors working in 
strokes as I was teaching it did not impact audiences. With 
strokes, the aims of both Stanislavski and Brecht to engage 
audiences deeply on subjective and objective levels, 
respectively, was realized. It achieved that “1.4 times more 
real than plain reality” thing.  But however great that was, 
when you remove the intuitive element you essentially 
remove the actor, and at that point strokes is something else, 
like a process for creating virtual humans or a robot or an 
artificial intelligence of some kind. Being an intuitive actor 
myself, it seems strange to me now that I insisted on 
teaching it in the strict manner I did. But again, every 
attempt I made to use it intuitively or to teach it as an 
intuitive process didn’t produce anything near the effects 
that were possible with the approach that had been 
discovered, and I thought that no amount of effort was too 
much if the audience benefited from it. The demands of 
strokes, however, which really required the specialized 
environment of a theatre company, made it impossible to 
play in strokes in a formal way in normal professional 
acting situations. A few of the actors I taught who pursued 
acting careers used parts of strokes with great success, but 
just as with teaching, I couldn’t do that. I was unable to 
bridge my original intuitive approach with strokes, and yet 
for some strange reason, I wouldn’t allow myself to go back 
to my old way of working. Acting, which I had loved more 
than anything, became an excruciating experience. I remain-
ed in this predicament for many years with a tremendous 
feeling of loss, wondering what it had all been for, but still 
unable to give up on strokes because the discoveries seemed 
so significant.           
     For some years I got acting jobs in television based 
mainly on my earlier career success, but eventually those 
jobs dried up. Because of my problems with acting, I didn’t 
work or even try to get work in the theatre, which had been 
my passion. As time passed, I began to study other subjects 
in order to discover some of the implications of strokes in 
other fields, which I felt it must have. As I began to realize 
the potential value of strokes in other fields, my relationship 
to it as an acting approach lightened up considerably, and 
my feeling of loss began to disappear. As I no longer felt 
that the value of strokes depended solely on its use as an 
acting approach, I became willing to let go of it as an actor. 
I moved back to New York from Los Angeles, where my 
work had finally run aground, and acted off-off-off 
Broadway in some plays. I allowed myself to approach a 
role again as though I had never heard of strokes. But, like 
the soldier who can’t be kept down on the farm after he’s 
seen Paree, having witnessed the effects of strokes I still 
couldn’t entirely abandon or denounce the process and was 
compelled to experiment with it.  Over the course of doing 
the plays, I discovered that it was possible to play in strokes 
intuitively, with potentially even greater results.        
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     Previously, each element of a stroke had to be 
predetermined and memorized in order to be played, not 
only because so many elements were involved in the 
creation of a character, but because the elements could only 
be instigated in a particular order. But this obstacle was at 
last overcome when I discovered that strokes is a self-
organizing complex system and therefore the strokes create 
and order themselves. What enabled this breakthrough was 
that I gained a greater appreciation of the objectivity as a 
dynamic instigator of the stroke and also a greater under-
standing of the subjectivity component. I discovered that the 
subjectivity is both subjective and objective, and that just as 
there is a magnetic field between subjective and objective 
components, one also exists within the subjectivity itself. 
Perhaps this is because people are both subjective and 
objective and therefore so is the subjectivity, from which 
everything derives. Instrumentally it feels like the heart and 
mind are linked in the subjectivity component. Perhaps 
there is a neurological connection between the heart and the 
mind, an informational conduit between the central and 
autonomic nervous systems. In any case, enabling the sub-
jective and objective interplay in the subjectivity enabled 
the system to achieve its organic functioning as a self-
organizing complex system, removing the need to predeter-
mine any order of things. This freed me to feel and exper-
ience the whole character and play it intuitively, rather than 
being constantly involved in creating all the different parts 
of the character. The understanding of the character that 
comes from experiencing it is the understanding that one 
shares with the audience.        
     Although there is no end to the different ways actors 
have of entering into a character, the process by which a 
character develops is like that of real life. Patterns form and 
are stored and all or parts of them are retrieved in the 
creation of new patterns. Strokes are patterns of life. There 
is no way to anticipate how or in what way they will 
develop, but they depend on information about the 
character, derived from some or all of the following: the 
script, the director, the other actors, the set, the costumes, 
and of course the world and the actor’s own life. For 
example, at a certain point in rehearsal you may realize that 
you have gotten the character’s walk. With the walk is an 
attitude and feelings. This is the start of a pattern and the 
development of a character. From such patterns, others 
naturally occur by association, as the actor processes 
information and creates the life of the character. This is the 
process of good actors, whether they know strokes or not; 
it’s a process of life and actors who are attuned to it as 
artists naturally manifest the process. The value of actually 
knowing strokes for an actor is that it gives one more points 
of entry into a character, and enables one to create 
characters with a degree of complexity that can engage 
audiences more deeply.  
     In 1975, I thought I had discovered an acting approach, 
but I now think that what I found has more to do with the 
medium of acting.  Of course with a greater understanding 
of the medium, one has more on which to base the 
development of one’s own approach.  
     3.   Strokes 
    
     A human being, possessing both a mind and body and 
existing in an environment, has both a subjective and 
objective existence, which manifests in a vast network of 
relationships that include and link the internal and external 
worlds. These relationships encompass a person’s mind and 
body and his or her physical and social environments. There 
is at the present time, however, a limited understanding of 
what the components of these relationships are and how 
they function together to manifest as a human being. In fact 
it seems there is currently no field of study or discipline that 
isn’t stymied in some way by questions about the nature of 
these interactions, which is commonly referred to as the 
mind-body problem.      
     Although mind and body appear to be two separate 
things, they are in fact two aspects of a single entity of life 
and are inseparable, like the two sides of a coin. The rela-
tional interactions responsible for the oneness of mind and 
body, as well as for the oneness of life and environment, 
will be explained. 
     Another question that appears again and again in scien-
tific literature asks whether human beings are computa-
tional. Here is an example: 
 
  Natural systems always assume their proper 
form. Instead of thinking, as is natural, “things 
just happen,” imagine for a moment that nature  
is “modeling” something, and to do this she must 
make a series of “calculations of some kind, in    
a “computer” of some evidently material sub-
stance. In that case, she performs her “calcula-
tions” effortlessly. How does she do it? Of what 
is her “computer” constructed, and how does it 
work? What is the algorithm?13  
     --Jeffrey Satinover, The Quantum Brain 
                       
     A computer processes information and an algorithm 
determines how the information is processed. So for a 
human life to be computational it would have to carry out 
its existence according to an algorithm that achieves the 
mechanics of its being. A comparison of people to compu-
ters may seem a cold comparison, but nature, like a 
computer, functions in the most efficient ways. This isn’t 
meant to infer or suggest that human beings are only 
computational, but rather that, like nature, human beings are 
beautifully effective on the deepest levels.  Because it has 
long been a subject of debate whether or not human beings 
are in any way computational, one purpose of this book is to 
explain how we are. 
     What is an algorithm? Most broadly, it is a step-by step 
procedure for solving a problem in a finite number of steps. 
It is also usually recursive, which means that it generally 
involves the repetition of an operation. In computer 
programming, an algorithm is best when its procedures are 
carried out at the greatest possible speed, using the least 
amount of space (memory), with the shortest instructions 
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(code). Simple examples of algorithms are a recipe for 
making chocolate fudge, procedures for tying shoes, 
multiplying numbers, or for sorting lists in a word program.   
     This book is about the algorithm that is common to all 
human beings, the algorithm that people are always 
performing. It is the algorithm that solves the problem, in a 
finite number of steps, of how life manifests as a conscious 
human being. 
     The algorithm is called strokes. But it is other things 
besides an algorithm. Strokes is also a self-organizing com-
plex system, a memory storage system and a language. 
Within the context of causal processes, it fulfills the prom-
ise of quantum physics that one creates one’s own life, and 
as it links mind and body and person and environment, it is, 
I believe, the link between genetic and cultural evolution.  
 
4.   A Stroke 
 
     The word “strokes” is the overall name of the system, 
and the word “stroke” refers to a single instance of it. The 
word “strokes” can also simply be a reference to more than 
one stroke. Whether one is referring to the system as a 
whole or to a number of individual strokes depends on the 
context in which the word is used. As previously mention-
ed, the word is taken from painting, in which each stroke of 
a brush both adds to and changes a picture. In strokes, each 
stroke both adds to and changes a person’s life.  
      For a first, very broad and superficial example of a 
stroke, the illustration of Fig. 1 depicts a man in two 
strokes: 
 
 
Fig. 1 
 
      In the stroke on the left he is being given some news. 
The catalyst, which is some part of the news he hears, 
causes him to go into the stroke on the right. 
     There are of course many things going on in each stroke, 
and explanations of the properties and functions of all the 
components responsible for these things will be explained, 
but as the illustration very simply and basically indicates, 
strokes are successive configurations of a person’s network 
of relationships—to people, places, things, events, and so 
forth.   
     For a different sort of general example of strokes, 
imagine that a woman is sitting in a chair reading, when the 
doorbell rings. She wasn’t expecting anyone, but she gets 
up and goes to the door.  She asks, “Who is it?” and a voice 
says, “Ernie.”  She smiles and opens the door.  Let’s say 
this sequence occurs in four strokes:  
 
In the first stroke she is sitting in a chair reading, absorbed 
in her book.  The doorbell rings, which is the catalyst that 
causes the change to her second stroke, in which, wondering 
who it can be, she puts down her book and gets up and goes 
to the door. She asks, “Who is it?” and turns her head to 
listen, which is the catalyst for the third stroke, in which she 
cautiously listens for a response. A voice says, “Ernie,” 
which is the catalyst for her fourth stroke, in which she is 
happy that Ernie has stopped by and she opens the door to 
greet him. 
 
     The strokes could be different; there are infinite possibil-
ities.  Here’s another example, using the same basic scen-
ario, in eight strokes: 
 
In the first stroke a woman is sitting in a chair reading, but 
is having trouble concentrating. She takes a deep breath, 
which is the catalyst for her second stroke, in which she 
starts to try and read the same paragraph again. The door-
bell rings, which is the catalyst for her third stroke, in which 
she suspects the troublemaking children next door of play-
ing a trick. She puts down her book, which is the catalyst 
for her fourth stroke, in which she tiptoes to the door in 
hopes of catching them. When she gets to the door she turns 
her ear to the door, which is the catalyst for her fifth stroke, 
in which she listens for the children. She hears nothing, 
which is the catalyst for her sixth stroke, in which she 
stands back and considers whether to open the door.  She 
leans towards the door, which is the catalyst for her seventh 
stroke, in which she suspiciously asks, “Who is it?” The 
answer, “Ernie,” is the catalyst for her eighth stroke, in 
which she is unpleasantly surprised that Ernie has stopped 
by.  She turns the latch and, putting on a smile, opens the 
door. 
5.   The Components of a Stroke 
                          
     Each stroke is itself a discrete system. (If you’re a non-
scientist you may think that discrete means prudent or 
circumspect in behavior, but that would be the other 
discreet, spelled differently. This “discrete” means separate 
and distinct. When something is discrete it is a separate, 
individual thing.)        
     Each stroke, which is discrete, encompasses the entirety 
of a human life at any moment, which exists as a vast 
network of relationships. This network of relationships is 
produced through the interaction of a stroke’s components, 
each of which is also discrete, with its own domain and 
function. Fig. 2 is a flowchart of a stroke and its compo-
nents.  
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     The components of a stroke process qualitative 
quantities of information, which are called the elements of a 
stroke. The interactions of these elements produce the 
complex behavior of a human being. A stroke can constitute 
the behavior of human beings of any cultural orientation, 
with any level of intellect, with any physicality, personality 
or characteristics of personal identity.   
     As you can see in the flowchart below, some of the 
components have designations of “1st” or “3rd,” which are 
borrowed from rules of grammar. “1st” means 1st person, or 
subjective (“I”), and “3rd” means 3rd person, or objective 
(“he,” “she,” “it,” or “they”). The 1sts pertain to the 
individual whose stroke it is and the 3rds to that to which 
the individual is in relation. These designations, however, 
indicate two aspects of one thing. For example, the 
designations of 1st and 3rd minds do not indicate two 
minds, but rather two aspects of one mind. In the case of the 
action components, “1st action” refers to the subjective 
aspect of the action, and “3rd action” to the objective, actual 
physical action. This will be clarified when the individual 
components are explained. 
A stroke has 20 components, including its catalyst.  
 
Fig. 2 
 
     The explanation of the Fig. 2 flowchart and the dynamics 
of a stroke may seem too scientific to some and ridiculously 
lacking in scientific clarity or detail to others, but other 
explanations of strokes follow, and it is not essential to 
understand this part of the explanation in order to 
understand strokes. The flowchart may also become more 
meaningful when the components have been explained.  
     As shown in the flowchart, a stroke has two major parts. 
In the top, or first part, are the basic components of a stroke, 
which comprise the basic relationship of the stroke. In the 
bottom, or second part, are the components that comprise 
the flowstroke, in which the life established in the basic 
relationship becomes animated and functions in time and 
space. 
     The catalyst is the immediate cause of a stroke. It relates 
the objectivity (the object of the relationship) to the subject 
of the relationship (the subjectivity), instigating a chain 
reaction of elements. In the chain reaction, carried out 
through the force of the attractions of the elements 
concurrent with the magnetic interactions of the system 
components, the elements of the stroke are associatively 
supplied from patterns in memory. The flowstroke is caused 
by the combination of the basic component elements: 
relative objects are attracted; the force of energy momentum 
produced by the magnetic interactions of the basic 
components, combined with the magnetic attractions of the 
relative objects in the different dimensions, compel the 
action of the stroke. The combination of all the foregoing 
causes thought to emerge, which integrates the elements of 
the stroke, creating meaning and the potential for words, 
which, when present, are also integrated by the thought 
component.   
     Once instigated and their order established, the elements 
of the stroke bounce into and off each other in a kinetic way 
in an electromagnetic field, in which the magnetic attract-
ions of the elements are ubiquitous. With the subjectivity 
functioning as a sort of reference component, the elements 
reinforce themselves and each other through their assoc-
iations with each other in a seemingly chaotic way but as 
needed to maintain homeostasis, until a catalyst causes 
another stroke. Strokes are stored as patterns in memory as 
they occur.  
     The instigation or retrieval of all of a stroke’s elements 
may not always occur in the order shown in the flowchart, 
perhaps because the associations or magnetic attractions do 
not necessarily occur in a prescribed order. It may be that 
the presence, interchange or association of elements from 
one stroke to another makes some elements part of a stroke 
before they would become so otherwise, making it only 
necessary for other elements to fill in around them. Also, 
the catalyst and objectivity can carry associative infor-
mation in themselves, which may not be assimilated until a 
later stage of the reaction. However, it has been found that 
no matter in what order elements are instigated, retrieved or 
assimilated, the system, which is self-organizing, immed-
iately and inexorably creates the order and achieves the 
functions indicated by the flowchart and explained. The 
system of a stroke is non-linear: the components are 
interdependent and interactive, and produce feedback 
effects. The system is also invariant, which means that no 
matter who the person, or what the catalyst, and no matter 
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how big or how small a change or transformation may 
occur, the system itself does not change. 
     Although changes can occur in a flowstroke with or 
without a catalyst, those changes do not constitute a new 
stroke. For a new stroke to occur, there must be a change in 
any one or more of the four components of objectivity, 
subjectivity, perception or 1st response, which are the 
primary components of a stroke’s basic relationship. (The 
rest of the basic components—3rd response through 3rd 
body—change only in connection with the primary 
components.) All this is further explained in the next 
chapter. 
      It should be noted that the components of motive 
force/pace and volume/pitch/speed do not behave as the 
other components do, bouncing into and off other 
components, etc. They constitute emergent behavior 
resulting from the combination of the other components. 
Again, further explanations of these and all the other 
components follow.  
   
Note: It is important to keep in mind throughout the 
explanations that follow that in order to explain the system 
of strokes, words have to be used to represent the elements 
of a stroke. However, words are only symbols for real 
phenomena and are not part of the system at all. Only when 
they are actually spoken or in other ways actually present as 
elements themselves are they part of the system. 
 
6.   Explanation of the Components 
 
       In the following explanation of a stroke’s components, 
there are descriptions of the components’ locations in the 
body and their mechanisms that are awkward and decidedly 
non-scientific, but as there is no precedent that I have been 
able to find for these things, I can only explain them based 
on my experiences and observations of them, not only in the 
work of actors but in people in daily life . However, because 
this explanation of strokes is not meant to be an acting 
manual, I somewhat reluctantly include them as I don’t 
want to seem to be suggesting an acting approach to strokes. 
Although one can learn things about acting from a book, 
one can’t learn to act from a book, so any specific 
descriptions of mechanisms, where they are given, are 
included to explain the system and to indicate the parts of 
the instrument, but not how to play the instrument. One can 
know that a flute’s valves open and close to vary the flow of 
air through the instrument, but this is not the same as 
knowing how to play the flute. Frankly, because the actor’s 
instrument becomes the creation itself, and because every 
role is different and may be approached differently, it’s a 
tricky business to define an approach to the instrument. As I 
have said, very good actors already play in strokes, so they 
are adding nothing to their instrument by learning about 
strokes. They are only identifying the instrument they 
already have, which can perhaps lead to its greater use. 
Since all the evidence indicates that people manifest and 
play out their lives with this same instrument, the parts of 
the explanation that pertain to any mechanisms involved in 
the operation of the components are as much for scientists 
and others as they are for actors.  
     As you will see, the illustrations that accompany some of 
the explanations are quite primitive, but hopefully to the 
extent that they serve their purposes their quality will be 
overlooked.  
 
CATALYST      The catalyst relates the objectivity to the 
subjectivity, and is anything that causes a change to a new 
stroke. In order for a new stroke to occur, there must be a 
change of elements in any one or more of the primary 
components of the basic relationship (objectivity, subjectiv-
ity, perception or 1st response).  
     Catalysts can be sensory input, such as the sight, sound, 
smell, taste, or touch of something. For instance hearing a 
phone ring can be a catalyst and cause a change to a new 
stroke. A thought of something can also cause a new stroke, 
or even just sensing something can. 
     Catalysts can cause big or subtle changes. For example, 
while leafing through a magazine, the sight of each page 
can cause different reactions of interest or disinterest, and 
these changes of strokes will likely be more subtle than 
those brought about by the sound of an explosion, or the 
news, “You’ve got the job!”, or tripping on a stair. But 
regardless of the degree of the change, every stroke 
constitutes a reconfiguration of one’s network, or universe, 
of relationships. 
     Catalysts can also cause changes to occur in the 
flowstroke only, but such changes do not constitute a new 
stroke.  (As this is not immediately important, an example 
of this is given later in connection with the flowstroke 
components, on page 72.) 
 
Location and mechanism 
     A catalyst can be located anywhere, or more concisely, 
can come from anywhere,  outside  or  inside  of  a  person. 
The catalyst delivers the objectivity to the subjectivity and 
instantaneously triggers the stroke.  
 
OBJECTIVITY    The objectivity is the object of the 
direct, or basic, relationship of the stroke. It is the objective 
designation of an object, and can be anything.    
 
     The objectivity is that to which a person is primarily and 
directly in relation. It is an objective identification of some-
thing or someone with a designation that can be universally 
agreed upon as factual. The following are examples of 
objectivities as they might be identified: Toby, the football 
team, the MacIntyres, Dr. Ling, my husband, the washing 
machine, the sky, Andy’s moods, The Age of Innocence, 
the instructions for connecting the DVD player, Route 66, 
the Andes, the train schedule, cats, Dada, bouquet of 
flowers, January 28th,, Mother, Gandhi, skiing, kindness, 
the ferry to Rothesay, what is being said (the overall 
contents or an individual part of one’s own or someone 
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else’s speech or conversation), consensus building (the 
concept), Virgin Airlines, last New Year’s Eve, next week. 
Objectivities can be found in the past and future as well as 
in the present, as people can and do relate to things that are 
in their past, present and future. An objectivity can also be a 
group of things that are collectively perceived, such as 
Frankie, Rose, and Pete; my car and jewelry; the four 
candidates. Objectivities can exist outside or inside of a 
person; for example, the ocean, newspapers, my bones, my 
dreams.  
     An objectivity couldn’t be an “attractive hat” as that is a 
subjective description of a hat; not everyone might see it as 
attractive. Similarly, an objectivity couldn’t be a “hot 
potato” because that would be a subjective description of a 
potato. Not everyone might find the potato hot, such as a 
cook who is used to handling potatoes immediately upon 
removal from a cooking medium. But everyone can agree 
that it’s a potato.  Of course the heat of the potato may play 
into the relationship, but it would fall into a different 
component or components, which have yet to be explained. 
But to clarify this a bit, imagine that you are eagerly cutting 
into a potato that has been baked, which you have been 
waiting for an hour to eat because it took that long to cook. 
You put a delicious forkful in your mouth, wanting to savor 
its deliciousness, but after only a moment you start to 
gingerly toss it around in your mouth because it is no longer 
delicious but burning hot. Or perhaps the potato remains 
delicious even though it is very hot—you’re able to enjoy it 
despite its hotness, although you do have to chew it 
gingerly. In both cases the heat of the potato is a factor in 
the relationship, but it is not part of the objectivity, which 
despite all else is still just the potato.  
 
Location and mechanism 
     The objectivity is located wherever it is actually located, 
and can be located anywhere. If it is a table on the other 
side of the room, then it is on the other side of the room.  If 
it is your last summer vacation, then it is an event located in 
your past, in your memory, which is within your own life. If 
it is someone else’s—say Roger’s last summer vacation, it 
is located in the past in Roger’s life, and is outside your life. 
Strictly speaking however, everything is within one’s own 
life, as life exists as relationships and one’s relationships 
encompass everything inside and outside of one’s life, as 
will be shown. The objectivity is attracted to and attracts the 
subjectivity.  
 
SUBJECTIVITY    The subjectivity encompasses one’s 
desires, needs, objectives, intentions, motives, aims, drives, 
attitudes and  points of view, which also comprise one’s 
values and standard of values. (One desires what one values 
and one values what one desires.) It constitutes the criteria 
by which one evaluates anything and everything in one’s 
life.  The subjectivity is the source of the meaning of all 
one’s relationships, to anyone or anything. 
 
 
Method of determining a subjectivity 
     If you were to ask a person to describe his perfect life, a 
life he believes would constitute his complete happiness as 
he would have it now, and therefore stated as if it has been 
achieved, his answer would be his subjectivity. For exam-
ple, if asked to describe his perfect, or ideal, life, a person 
might say, “Jill’s happy, the store breaks even, and I make 
beautiful furniture.” Given that answer, his subjectivity has 
three facets: 
                        Jill’s happy    
                              The store breaks even 
                      I make beautiful furniture 
 
     Although this subjectivity has three facets, only one can 
apply in a stroke, and therefore each facet is itself a 
subjectivity. Thus one can say that this person has three 
subjectivities. To avoid confusion, a subjectivity with all   
its facets is considered a whole subjectivity.        
     Although not included in this whole subjectivity 
example, people almost invariably have a subjectivity for 
survival that surfaces when faced with life or death 
situations, as it seems all organisms do. Of course there are 
also people living in dire circumstances for whom such a 
subjectivity is a conscious matter of continuous import.  
     Generally speaking, a person has priorities, which is to 
say, one values some things more than others. One gets a 
somewhat different sense of the person when the priorities 
are different: 
                             I make beautiful furniture 
             The store breaks even 
        Jill’s happy 
 
     While whole subjectivities often have such clearly 
identifiable subjectivities, people aren’t always able to 
articulate them as easily as the above method for 
determining a subjectivity suggests. There are several 
reasons I can cite for this, and there may be more. One is 
that desires are not necessarily conceived in terms of 
language, and are not lived or experienced on that basis, so 
it might require insightful investigation to put them into 
words. Another is that some people may not be so clearly 
directed but rather only carry out their lives according to 
criteria concerned only with the fulfillment of basic needs 
or according to criteria not determined by themselves. Also, 
subjectivities often consist of psychological needs and 
drives that a person would not be able to identify in him- or 
herself through such a simple means.  Examples of this type 
of subjectivity are given further on.  However, one is never 
without a subjectivity as it is part of the dynamic that is 
essential to the manifestation of a life. One’s life is always 
being created on the basis of a subjectivity, and subject-
ivities are subjectivities whether they are put into words or 
not.      
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The Criteria for evaluation 
     A person perceives anything and everything through the 
“eyes” of his subjectivity, and in so doing evaluates or 
judges his life and everything in it in light of his perfect or 
ideal life. The person with the subjectivity above sees the 
store breaking even as ideal, as a perfect situation. One may 
think that the subjectivity “the store breaks even” is far 
from ideal, far from what a person would answer if asked to 
describe his perfect life, but in this case the store breaking 
even is the ideal.  For whatever reason, it’s the best that he 
can conceive for that aspect of his life. Also, people aren’t 
always aware of what they have come to believe is ideal.   
     With the subjectivity “Jill’s happy,” he might see Jill as 
anything from happy to depressed, which are examples of 
possible positive and negative evaluations of her with the 
criteria of “Jill’s happy.” The evaluation of an objectivity is 
a perception.  (It is impossible to explain one component 
without making references to others, but they will all be 
explained in due course.) 
     Just about any other objectivity could be evaluated with 
this subjectivity. If relating to himself with the subjectivity 
“Jill’s happy,” he would be evaluating himself as either 
helping or hindering her happiness. For instance, he could 
perceive himself as sweet, or responsible, or delinquent, or 
ineffective, which are positive and negative perceptions of 
himself from that point of view. He could also relate to such 
things as the window curtains with the subjectivity “Jill’s 
happy” and see the curtains as pretty and feel hopeful 
(because the pretty curtains might help Jill feel happy).         
     The subjectivity, “Phil gets into college” may not seem 
to be a desire conceived in an achieved state, but it is as 
legitimate a subjectivity as “Phil is in college.” With the 
subjectivity “Phil gets into college,” people or things would 
be evaluated in terms of how or to what degree they can 
help Phil get into college. It would present another range of 
potential relationships than the subjectivity “Phil is in 
college,” although it would be useless if Phil gets into 
college—whereas the subjectivity “Phil is in college” would 
still be viable, possibly helping him to stay in college. 
Again, it is important to understand that the subjectivity by 
itself does not constitute a relationship, but rather that it is a 
desire in an achieved state and as such functions as the 
standard, or criteria, by which one evaluates things. It is a 
pole and not the field of a relationship, although with the 
objectivity it produces the field into which the rest of the 
relational components are drawn. 
     Another (hopefully not confusing, but rare) example of a 
subjectivity that may not seem to be structured as criteria is 
“I want to have a job.” This doesn’t seem to fit the 
description of a subjectivity as being a desire in an achieved 
state, yet “I want to have a job” could be that. If you asked a 
person to describe his perfect, ideal life as if it were already 
achieved now and he answered “I want to have a job,” then 
the wanting of a job is the ideal. The desire or want of a 
thing is already inherent in a subjectivity, so this subject-
ivity doesn’t mean that he wants to have a job, but that he 
wants to want a job. With the subjectivity “I want to have a 
job,” things would be evaluated or judged according to 
whether they increase or decrease the desire to have a job. 
(If this example seems very confusing, please just banish it 
from your mind for now.) 
 
Subjectivity as a sustained component 
     The subjectivity is sustained no matter what relation-
ships ensue from it. For a broad and general example of 
what this means, the woman depicted in Fig. 3 has the 
subjectivity, “The world is good.” 
 
 
Fig. 3 
 
     She is shown with just her subjectivity in the drawing on 
the left.  While it is only superficially inferred, in the middle 
drawing she is achieving the subjectivity in a relationship—
something about the world is good—and she is happy. In 
the drawing on the right she is unhappy—something about 
the world is not good. The subjectivity by itself is neutral 
and is sustained despite any changes in the relationships that 
are produced from it. The subjectivity may be being achiev-
ed or not achieved in a relationship, but the achievement or 
non-achievement is due to other elements of the stroke. You 
may also see that her subjectivity, “The world is good,” is 
her—the subjectivity directly translates and manifests as the 
person herself; she manifests what she values. We can see 
and sense the kind of person she is.  
 
 
Fig. 4 
 
     The person in Fig. 4 has the subjectivity, “Nobody gets 
the better of me.” This is an example of a subjectivity of 
which a person may not be consciously aware, as it is 
perhaps a deep psychological need. Still, it is a full-fledged 
subjectivity. 
     As in the previous illustration, we can see that in the 
figure on  the left, the subjectivity and the individual match, 
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 that the person appears just as the subjectivity states: 
“Nobody gets the better of me.” In the center he is happy in 
a relationship with that subjectivity—he is achieving his 
subjectivity—and on the right he is not. Again, we never 
lose track of who the individual is and what he wants, even 
as he goes through changes in his relationships.  
. 
 
Fig. 5 
 
      Perhaps this same person has another subjectivity, 
“Junie loves me,” as shown in Fig. 5.  His subjectivity is 
sustained here as well. 
     Fig. 6 is an amalgam of his two subjectivities to give a 
sense of his whole subjectivity and therefore of him as a 
person. Although only one subjectivity is operable in a 
stroke, all the facets of a whole subjectivity (all the 
subjectivities within a whole subjectivity) are nevertheless 
connected on a deep level. So in the case of this individual, 
if he has problems in his relationship with Junie, they will 
likely involve issues that relate to someone getting the 
better of him.   
 
Fig. 6 
 
     Subjectivities, though simple seeming on the surface, are 
actually quite rich in information and don’t operate merely 
on a superficial level. Every aspect of a subjectivity 
manifests in a person’s life in myriad ways. Even the 
vernacular (albeit unspoken) of a subjectivity affects a 
person’s attitude, looks and comportment, and also 
manifests as such things as the person’s education level, 
social class and the like, affecting not just the person’s 
behavior and speech, but the choices the individual makes 
in every aspect of his life. The person with the subjectivity, 
“I ain’t got no money worries,” is different in a whole host 
of ways from the person with the subjectivity “I’m 
independently wealthy,” even though what each desires 
boils down to essentially the same thing. For example, Fig. 
7 depicts two entirely different types of people but with 
subjectivities with similar desires.  
 
 
Fig. 7  
       
The man’s subjectivity is “Things go the way I want,” and 
the woman’s subjectivity is “Everything is just the way I 
like it.” It seems they both have a need to control things. 
Every aspect of a subjectivity, both individually and col-
lectively, is significant, and manifests in the mind and body, 
as well as in all one’s relationships. 
     As already mentioned, while people do often walk 
around consciously aware of and thinking about their 
desires, there is also a deeper level from which 
subjectivities spring. The subjectivity, “Nobody gets the 
better of me,” is an example of this type. Or take for 
example someone who has a need to be liked by everyone.  
The person may not be consciously aware of having this 
need, yet it drives and shapes every relational engagement.  
     Subjectivities reflect not only one’s own values, but 
those of society, or a segment of society. Everything a 
person values is embodied in his or her subjectivity and, 
once again, people take on the aspects of what they value. A 
person whose motorcycle is the center of his life, who 
values his motorcycle above all else, will likely take on the 
aspects of a motorcycle, attiring himself in such things as a 
black leather jacket with chrome studs, and mirrored 
glasses. He will also value a high degree of freedom and 
like to get around things. 
     When one has a subjectivity that includes someone else, 
such as “Bob loves me,” what Bob values will likely be 
values one takes on oneself and emulates. For example, a 
woman with this subjectivity may dress and behave socially 
as Bob likes  women  to dress and  behave (unless she has a 
subjectivity with a higher priority, in which case the 
manifestation of Bob’s values may be less significant or 
apparent).  
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     Interoperation of subjectivities        
     Objectivities and subjectivities attract each other. They 
are opposite poles and that’s what they do. Obviously, 
however, an objectivity must be present before a subject-
ivity can engage with it. On the other hand, an objectivity is 
attracted because of the subjectivity. Here’s a scenario to 
explain this further:  
     A woman has two subjectivities, “I have an interesting 
job” and “I have a wonderful boyfriend.” (Remember: 
although subjectivities are comprised of desires in an 
achieved state, they are not necessarily achieved in reality.)  
The woman is seated in a café, having a cup of coffee and 
reading the classified section of a newspaper with the 
subjectivity, “I have an interesting job.” A man walks into 
the café and when she sees him (the catalyst), her 
subjectivity changes from “I have an interesting job” to “I 
have a wonderful boyfriend,” thereby causing a change to a 
new stroke in which she perhaps sees him as good-looking. 
It is because she has the subjectivity “I have a wonderful 
boyfriend” that she notices him in the first place. In this 
case, the man is sufficiently attractive to bring out her other 
subjectivity. Another man might not have brought out this 
other subjectivity and she would have just gone on reading 
the paper, looking for that interesting job. It is also possible 
that if her subjectivity, “I have an interesting job,” has a 
higher priority, she could notice the man but keep the 
subjectivity, “I have an interesting job,” and see him as 
potentially helpful towards getting an interesting job.   
 
 
The story of a person’s life 
     Over the course of a life, subjectivities can and do 
change. Some are achieved and then maintained (I have a 
happy marriage can lead to a happy marriage and can also 
maintain a happy marriage), some are added and some are 
given up on before or after they are achieved, and so forth. 
What a person’s subjectivities are and what happens in light 
of them is essentially the story of a person’s life. 
     For a somewhat simplistic example of this principle, 
perhaps a person has the subjectivities, “I live in New 
York” and “I live in Los Angeles.” These indicate that he is 
someone who likes to be in the mainstream. They also 
indicate that there’s a conflict within his whole subjectivity. 
These subjectivities could perhaps play out in his life with 
him going back and forth between the two places, always 
thinking when in one place that the grass is greener 
someplace else, and never accomplishing much where he is. 
Or, perhaps he is happy and productive while living in one 
of the places, but when the going gets rough, the other 
subjectivity comes to the fore as an escape route. He may 
go on living at cross purposes, but perhaps something 
happens that causes him to drop one of the subjectivities 
and put down roots where he is. Or, he could achieve both 
subjectivities and have a home in both places.  
     Strictly speaking, one can have any number of 
subjectivities, but a large number of subjectivities does not 
necessarily indicate a large number of different types of 
relationships, and with even one subjectivity, diverse kinds 
of relationships can be created. Generally speaking, 
however, people have needs and desires in various areas of 
their lives. According to the great American psychologist 
Abraham Maslow (1908-1970), there is an innate motiv-
ational hierarchy, which he called a “hierarchy of needs,” 
by which people pursue the fulfillment of various types of 
human needs. This hierarchy includes physiological needs, 
safety and security needs, love and belonging needs, esteem 
needs, aesthetic needs, the need to know and to understand, 
and the need for self-actualization. Neurotic needs are also 
included in his theory, but are not part of the hierarchy. 
According to Maslow, neurotic needs develop when needs 
in the hierarchy are not met. In strokes, all of these needs 
are personalized, and have the structure and function of 
subjectivities.  
 
The eternal present 
     People’s lives take place in the present; one is always 
living in the present, from moment to moment.  It has been 
said that one’s life takes place in the eternal present.  Even a 
person said to be “living in the past” is living in the present. 
Even with the subjectivity, “I didn’t quit my job,” relation-
ships from that standpoint will nevertheless always be 
occurring in the present.                                       
 
Location and mechanism  
     The subjectivity has both physical and mental-emotional 
elements, which manifest in the mind and body. Although 
the subjectivity has numerous elements, they are integrated 
within the subjectivity component, which is discrete, with 
its own channels, so to speak. The elements of the other 
components of the stroke do not mix or blend (as in a soup) 
with the elements of the subjectivity, nor do elements of the 
subjectivity mix or blend with them. Rather, as previously 
stated, all the components are discrete, having individual 
domains and functions, and interact with each other. 
     The internal and external dynamics that drive a stroke 
are very difficult to describe in words. Of course in a real 
person a subjectivity isn’t created, it just is, but for want of 
any other way to explain it, I give you the following, even 
at the risk of it sounding very strange: In order to create and 
experience a subjectivity, one has to vacate in a sense, so 
that the subjectivity can in essence supplant one’s own 
subjectivity. Odd as it sounds, one first renders oneself into 
a zombie-like state so that it feels like “nobody’s home” in 
oneself, or like one is an empty shell. (This is not a long, 
drawn out process; it can be accomplished in a moment.) It 
then becomes possible to inform one’s own being with each 
element of the subjectivity so that each and every element is 
objectively manifested. If this is all done correctly, you will 
look and feel like a person with that subjectivity and a 
dynamic will be set in motion in which relationships that 
are consistent with the person you have created can occur 
(given that there’s information stored in memory) as 
objectivities are introduced. This, however, is not an 
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approach one would necessarily follow in creating the life 
of a character. 
 
PERCEPTION      The perception is the evaluation of the 
objectivity from the point of view of the subjectivity. 
 
     An objectivity is perceived according to the criteria of a 
subjectivity. For example, a person in relation to the 
objectivity “the party,” with the subjectivity “I have a good 
time,” might perceive the party as “fun” or “boring,” or 
“lame” or “marvelous,” etc., which are all evaluations of the 
party.  Of course what “a good time” means to a person is 
an important part of the criteria as well. To one person a 
good time can mean dancing to hip hop music and to 
another, stimulating conversation. These associations are 
stored in memory as parts of other strokes (patterns), and 
retrieved in the creation of new strokes. In this case, the 
association of hip hop music or conversation would be part 
of the current stroke as a relative object (as yet to be 
explained). 
     A perception describes an objectivity and is therefore 
(although one needn’t remember the parts of speech), an 
adjective, such as pretty picture, strange mood, soft fabric, 
loud noise; a present participle of a verb which is used as a 
participial adjective: warring factions, pleasing demeanor; 
or a past participial adjective indicating a response or 
quality resulting from the action of verbs: hurried tourists, 
forgotten promise. They all describe objectivities and can 
involve any of the senses. All the senses are perceptual; all 
are agencies of perception. Accordingly, a person with the 
subjectivity, “I enjoy life” could, through taste, perceive a 
meal as “delicious” or a shirt, through touch, as “uncom-
fortable,” a carton of milk, through smell, as “sour,” a 
house, through sight, as “beautiful,” or a person as 
“distracted” by hearing the person’s voice.  
     Whatever the perception, it always relates back to the 
subjectivity. For example, a person with the subjectivity, 
“Everybody’s safe” in relation to the objectivity, “balcony,” 
could perceive the balcony positively or negatively as 
“safe,” or “old,” or “dangerous,” or in any number of other 
ways, but they would all relate to the subjectivity. However, 
one could also see the balcony as “ornamental,” which may 
not seem related to the subjectivity, yet in this case the 
balcony is being seen as an ornamentation and not as a 
structural part of the building, which could make one 
alarmed from the point of view of the subjectivity, 
“Everybody’s safe.” 
     Sometimes people have distorted perceptions. A street 
person trying to have a two-way conversation with an old 
transistor radio obviously has a distorted perception of the 
radio and is likely mentally ill. But so-called normal people 
have what might be described as distorted perceptions all 
the time. Distorted or mistaken perceptions are very often 
the source of relationship problems, as marriage counselors 
can attest. For example, a woman with the subjectivity, “We 
have a happy marriage,” may perceive her husband as 
“disinterested” and feel frustrated, when in fact he is 
depressed about his job. And because with his subjectivity, 
“I’m a good husband” he sees her as “dissatisfied,” he 
doesn’t tell her about his job problems because he doesn’t 
want to give her more reason to feel dissatisfied with him.   
 
Location and mechanism 
     The perception links the subjectivity and objectivity. It is 
expressed through other components, which will be ex-
plained. 
 
Note: The following components of 1st and 3rd response 
and 1st and 3rd mind and body also describe, and the 
examples given of the types of descriptions that can be 
applied to perceptions also apply to them.  
          
 1st RESPONSE   The 1st response is the subjective 
response to the perception from the point of view of the 
subjectivity. It describes a person’s basic subjective con-
dition, feeling, or behavior in a relationship. Along with the 
subjectivity, it is a foundational building block of the 
subjective dimension of a person’s life. 
 
     As previously  explained,  “1st” means  1st person (I),  
and “3rd” means 3rd person (he, she, it, or they). The desig-
nations are used to differentiate the subjective and objective 
dimensions of an individual life. The “1st” of 1st response 
indicates that the elements of this component are 
subjectively felt and expressed. 
     For an example of a 1st response, if Joel, with the 
subjectivity “Women find me attractive,” perceives Carol as 
“attracted,” his 1st response might be “pleased” or 
“encouraged,” or perhaps “reassured” or even “conceited.”  
One is not necessarily consciously aware of what one’s 1st 
response is (or what one’s perceptions are either for that 
matter), as one is usually not consciously aware of what the 
actual description of one’s state or condition is from 
moment to moment. In the above example, if Joel’s 1st 
response in the relationship is “conceited,” he may not 
necessarily be consciously or mentally aware that he is 
conceited—he would even probably deny it.   
     The following are some examples of the interrelation-
ships of the components introduced so far: 
 
(Linda)  
Catalyst:   look at Bob 
                       (Linda, in relation to) 
OBJECTIVITY:    Bob 
     (with the subjectivity)  
SUBJECTIVITY:   Everyone’s happy 
             (perceives Bob as) 
PERCEPTION:     gloomy                                                     
             (and is)  
1st  RESPONSE:       concerned 
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     The logic is that Linda, who wants everyone to be happy, 
sees that Bob looks gloomy and is therefore concerned. 
 
(Roger) 
Catalyst:  Arnold’s words, “It’s done”                                         
OBJECTIVITY:      printing job                                        
SUBJECTIVITY:      I run a successful company                                     
PERCEPTION:    done 
1st RESPONSE:   relieved 
 
     When Roger  hears from Arnold  that the job is done, he 
goes into relationship with the job and, perceiving it as 
“done,” is relieved, as it means he is running a successful 
company. That the 1st response is relieved rather than 
happy or pleased indicates that there may have been some 
doubt as to when or whether the job would get done. 
     As previously explained, and as you can see, the 
meaning of any relationship between an objectivity and 
subjectivity always relates back to the subjectivity. A young 
woman with a subjectivity, “I’m a cool dresser,” will 
perceive her clothes from that point of view, seeing them as 
cool, or unhip, or old, or trendy, or in some other way that 
relates to the subjectivity. This subjectivity could also be 
operative in relation to innumerable other things in her life 
besides clothes, however, such as her salary, which she may 
perceive as insufficient to buy cool clothes. Sometimes it is 
more difficult to immediately understand the connection. 
For example, it’s fairly simple to see how the meaning of 
the relationship relates to the subjectivity when a man with 
the subjectivity, “My son does well in school” perceives the 
high school dropouts in the neighborhood as threatening 
and is worried, but it’s a little more complicated when the 
man with the same subjectivity “My son does well in 
school” is in relationship to his marriage and sees it as good 
and therefore feels optimistic. The meaning in this case is 
that because his marriage is good, he feels optimistic 
because his son has the kind of home environment that can 
support his growth as a student and help him do well in 
school.    
     The point of these examples is that the logic of the 
interrelationships of the component elements is always 
based on the subjectivity.  The perception is always an 
evaluation of the objectivity from the point of view of the 
subjectivity, and the 1st response is always the subjective 
response to the perception of the objectivity from the point 
of view of the subjectivity.   
     The four primary components of objectivity, subject-
ivity, perception and 1st response are called the primary 
components because they are the foundation of the basic 
relationship and the whole stroke. The rest of the basic 
components extend and reinforce the qualitative elements of 
these components, and the behavior of the flowstroke is 
based on them. Furthermore, in order for a new stroke to 
occur, a change needs to occur in at least one of these 
primary components.  For example: 
 
(Charlene - 1) 
Catalyst:   look out window  
OBJECTIVITY:      Johnny 
SUBJECTIVITY:  Johnny loves me 
PERCEPTION:       late 
1st RESPONSE:   insecure 
 
(Charlene - 2) 
Catalyst:   see car  
OBJECTIVITY:      Johnny 
SUBJECTIVITY:  Johnny loves me 
PERCEPTION:       arriving 
1st RESPONSE:   excited 
 
     In the first stroke, because Johnny is late, Charlene feels 
insecure in her relationship with Johnny, but when she sees 
his car, which is the catalyst for her second stroke, she is 
excited by his arrival and her insecurity disappears. Even 
though there are many more components in a stroke that 
supply information, the catalyst, “see car,” causes a change  
in  the  perception  and  1st response  components,  which 
changes the basic relationship.  
     In the following examples, Carlos and Jody are achiev-
ing their subjectivities and Mona is not. Achievement or 
non-achievement of a subjectivity is basically realized in 
the 1st response component.   
 
(Carlos) 
Catalyst:     see picture of melting glacier 
OBJECTIVITY:      myself 
SUBJECTIVITY:      I make a difference in the world  
PERCEPTION:       challenged 
1st RESPONSE:   resolute 
 
(Jody)                     
Catalyst:               taste the stew 
OBJECTIVITY:      the stew        
SUBJECTIVITY:      I make a full recovery 
PERCEPTION:   disgusting 
1st RESPONSE:  resigned 
      
(Mona)                     
Catalyst:               see people on pier 
OBJECTIVITY:      people on pier       
SUBJECTIVITY:  I’m not lonely 
PERCEPTION:   happy 
1st RESPONSE:  lonely 
             
     It may seem that Carlos should go into relation to the 
picture of the glacier or to global warming, but his 
immediate association upon contact with the image is with 
himself as a responsible person. Obviously he has seen such 
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images before. The glacier and global warming will likely 
be relative objects in the stroke. Carlos’s perception of 
himself isn’t negative, but he is challenged, which indicates 
obstacles, and those will also be relative objects of the 
stroke. His response to his challenge is positive. Jody 
overcomes her negative perception with a positive response, 
as she resigns herself to eat the stew in order to make a full 
recovery, but with Mona, a positive perception of the people 
on the pier only makes her feel more lonely.  She continues: 
 
(Mona - 2)                     
Catalyst:               see group on pier laughing 
OBJECTIVITY:      people on pier      
SUBJECTIVITY:      I’m not lonely 
PERCEPTION:   fun 
1st RESPONSE:  wishful 
 
(Mona - 3)                     
Catalyst:              see group move off 
OBJECTIVITY:      friends         
SUBJECTIVITY:     I’m not lonely 
PERCEPTION:   elusive 
1st RESPONSE:  curious 
 
     In #2 the group looks fun and she wishes she could be 
with people and have fun too. In #3 she wonders why she 
has a hard time making friends, which may (or may not) be 
the beginning of positive changes. (There are no thoughts 
here—thought is another part of the stroke—but they are 
inferred by the combinations of elements.) 
       If a person with the subjectivity, “I enjoy the good life” 
perceives a boat he just rented as “damaged,” he could have 
a 1st response “resourceful,” or “philosophic,” or “cheated,” 
or “angry,” or any number of other possible positive or 
negative responses. But, depending on the circumstances, 
positive for one person can be negative for another, and 
even in an individual life such an assessment can change. 
For in-stance, over the course of life a person may go from 
being “violent” in relation to someone to being “perturbed,” 
making “perturbed,” relatively speaking, a positive quality. 
Perhaps a person achieves the subjectivity, “I get away with 
murder” and feels happy. Is “happy” in this context 
positive?  Depending on the combination of elements, the 
achievement of a subjectivity may be, from another per-
spective, negative.  
 
Location and mechanism   
     The 1st response is located in the viscera, which includes 
the heart and stomach (gut). The 1st response element is 
subjectively felt and expressed and conforms the viscera 
and the trunk of the body (however slightly) to the quality 
of the 1st response element.  
 
3rd RESPONSE        The 3rd response is a repetition of the 
element of the perception, but manifested in another loca-
tion. Along with the objectivity and perception, it is a 
foundational building block of the objective dimension of a 
life. 
 
     In the following example, Martin’s perception is “vast,” 
and because the 3rd response element is always exactly the 
same as that of the perception, his 3rd response is also 
“vast.”   
 
(Martin)   
Catalyst:   look upward 
OBJECTIVITY:    nightsky 
SUBJECTIVITY: I understand the universe 
PERCEPTION:  vast 
1st RESPONSE:   awed 
3rd RESPONSE:   vast 
               
Location and mechanism 
     The 3rd response is located in the viscera, which 
includes the heart and stomach (gut), and is an opposite pole 
of the 1st response. The momentum of the magnetic inter-
actions of the previous components cause this component to 
occur. There is no subjective involvement with the 3rd 
response element; it is expressed in an objective way.  It 
conforms the viscera and the trunk of the body (however 
slightly) to the quality of the 3rd response element.  
 
Note:  In the following components of 1st and 3rd minds 
and bodies, the elements designated as 1sts are synonymous 
with the quality of the 1st response element and with each 
other. The elements designated as 3rds are synonymous 
with the element of the 3rd response and with each other. In 
addition to the reasons given in the individual explanations 
that follow, the elements are synonymous but not the same 
qualities because when they are exactly the same they 
collapse or otherwise eliminate each other. When synon-
ymous but not exactly the same, their discrete qualities and 
functions are maintained, not only without any loss or 
inconsistencies of information, but with the information 
further specified. 
 
1st MIND      The 1st mind establishes and further specifies 
the 1st response in the mental-emotional realm, and 
continues the construction of the subjective dimension of a 
person’s life. The quality of the element of the 1st mind is 
always consistent (synonymous) with the quality of the 
element of the 1st response. 
     The following begins a running example of a whole 
stroke: 
 
(Joanne)  
Catalyst:  see empty yard 
OBJECTIVITY:  Timmy 
SUBJECTIVITY  The children are safe 
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PERCEPTION:  missing 
1st RESPONSE:  frantic 
3rd RESPONSE:  missing 
1st MIND:   desperate 
                                        
Location and mechanism 
     Although it has nothing to do with seeing, the 1st mind 
is located in the realm of the eyes, is usually visible in the 
eyes, and arises from the lower portion of the eyes.  It is 
subjectively felt and expressed. 
 
3rd MIND    The 3rd mind establishes and further specifies 
the 3rd response in the mental-emotional realm, and con-
tinues the construction of the objective dimension of a 
person’s life. The quality of the 3rd mind is always 
consistent (synonymous) with the quality of the 3rd 
response.  
 
(Joanne)  
Catalyst:  see empty yard 
OBJECTIVITY:  Timmy 
SUBJECTIVITY: The children are safe     
PERCEPTION:  missing 
1st RESPONSE:  frantic 
3rd RESPONSE:  missing 
1st MIND:  desperate 
3rd MIND:  gone 
 
Location and mechanism  
       The 3rd mind is physically—instrumentally—located in 
a place within the forehead, in the vicinity above and 
between the eyes. It comes from there down over the top of 
the eyes and finds expression in the eyes, “opposite” the 1st 
mind expression, both of which interact in a magnetic way 
as opposite poles. Although the presence and expression of 
the quality of the element of the 3rd mind can be felt, by 
itself there is no subjective involvement with it. 
 
One creates oneself in part out of the things one relates 
to, according to how one relates to them.    
     The oneness of the objective and subjective aspects of a 
person’s life begins with the engagement of an objectivity 
and subjectivity and is established with the perception and 
1st response components. It is further established and ex-
pressed through the interactions of the components desig-
nated as 1sts and 3rds, beginning with the 1st and 3rd 
responses. These are too subtle to meaningfully illustrate, 
but the expressions are often readily apparent in the 1st and 
3rd minds as well as 1st and 3rd body components (shown 
further on). In addition to subjective expressions, one 
manifests and expresses one’s perceptions of the objective 
world in an objective way in the physical and mental-
emotional realms of one’s own life, and thus one creates 
oneself in part out of the things one relates to, according to 
the way one relates to them. To illustrate, in Fig.8 Joanne’s 
1st mind is “desperate” and her 3rd mind is “gone.” In the 
stroke she is desperate because Timmy is gone.  The 
combination of these elements is shown in the image on the 
right. For this illustration, the middle image was simply 
overlaid on the image on the left to create the image on the 
right, to indicate that the individual, discrete expressions 
remain intact and interact rather than blend to form the 
combined expression.  
   
 
 1st mind: desperate           3rd mind: gone        1st mind desperate 
                                                                                 3rd mind: gone 
Fig. 8  
 
     The combination of elements is caused by their magnetic 
attractions and the magnetic interactions of the system 
components. Because of their magnetic interactions, the 
expressions of the elements alternate with each other, which 
produces the illusion that they are occurring simultaneously. 
     In Fig. 9 the 1st mind is “concerned,” and the 3rd mind 
is “frightened,” which means that in the mental-emotional 
realm the man is concerned in relation to someone or 
something he perceives as frightened, which combination is 
shown on the right.  
 
 
1st mind: concerned    3rd mind: frightened     1st mind: concerned    
                                                                          3rd mind: frightened 
Fig. 9  
        
Fig. 10 illustrates that the components are variables. This 
illustration places a different 1st mind, “pleased,” with the 
same 3rd mind as above, “frightened,” which means that in 
this example he is pleased in relation to someone or 
something that is frightened. 
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1st mind: pleased      3rd mind: frightened      1st mind pleased  
                                                                         3rd mind: frightened 
Fig. 10 
 
       He seems a bit evil in this combination, but without 
knowing what his objectivity and subjectivity are, one really 
can’t be sure. Even the difference of just one element can 
change everything. If he were in relation to a criminal and 
not a crime victim he wouldn’t seem evil at all. The other 
components of the stroke will obviously affect the overall 
expression of his life. The combinations of Figs. 9 and 10 
were also made by overlaying the images, except for the 
mouth, which favors the subjective quality of the 1st mind, 
which is more how the qualities usually read in people in 
real life. Strictly speaking, the qualities of the 1st and 3rd 
mind elements are predominantly expressed in the eyes, as 
the 1st and 3rd body components determine the physical 
body expressions, but the 1st and 3rd minds do reflect in the 
face. Fig. 11 is another combination of 1st and 3rd minds. 
In this one, a woman is hopeful in relation to someone or 
something she sees as smart. 
 
   
     1st mind: hopeful          3rd mind: smart          1st mind: hopeful                                                     
                                                                               3rd mind: smart 
Fig. 11 
 
1st BODY    The 1st body establishes and further specifies 
the 1st response  and 1st mind in the physical realm, and 
continues the construction of the subjective dimension of 
the individual’s life. The quality of the 1st body is always 
consistent (synonymous) with the qualities of the 1st 
response and 1st mind. 
 
Location and Mechanism 
     The element of the 1st body is subjectively expressed in 
and with the entire body.   
 
(Joanne)  
Catalyst:  see empty yard 
OBJECTIVITY:  Timmy 
SUBJECTIVITY: The children are safe     
PERCEPTION:  missing 
1st RESPONSE:  frantic 
3rd RESPONSE:  missing 
1st MIND:  desperate 
3rd MIND:  gone 
1st  BODY:  distraught 
 
3rd BODY    The 3rd body establishes and further specifies 
the 3rd response in the physical realm, and continues the 
construction of the objective dimension of an individual’s 
life. The quality of the 3rd body is always consistent 
(synonymous) with the qualities of the 3rd response and 3rd 
mind. 
 
Location and Mechanism  
     The element of the 3rd body is expressed in and with the 
entire body, but in an objective way, without subjective 
involvement.   
 
(Joanne)  
Catalyst:        see empty yard 
OBJECTIVITY:     Timmy 
SUBJECTIVITY  The children are safe     
PERCEPTION:    missing 
1st RESPONSE:     frantic 
3rd RESPONSE:     missing 
1st MIND:   desperate 
3rd MIND:    gone 
1st  BODY:     distraught 
3rd BODY:     absent 
 
       Fig. 12 is an illustration of 1st and 3rd bodies, 
individually and in combination.     
 
1st body: dubious    3rd body: welcoming      1st body: dubious 
                                                                         3rd body: welcoming  
 Fig. 12 
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     The meaning of this combination is that the man is 
dubious in relation to someone or something he sees as 
welcoming.  
 
     The illustrations of 1st and 3rd bodies were made by 
interchanging and calibrating parts of the individual 
expressions because it’s impossible to illustrate the oneness 
of the subjective and objective aspects of life as they 
manifest in the body with just two-dimensional images in 
any other way. Of course a live demonstration would 
illustrate it best, but the principle can be seen in these 
illustrations.  
     Once all the basic components are in force, the insepar-
ability of mind and body and person and environment is 
fully established. 
 
 
 
1st body: tolerant         3rd body: resistant       1st body: tolerant          
                                                                        3rd body: resistant       
Fig. 13 
 
       In Fig. 13, the man is being tolerant in relation to 
someone he perceives as resistant. 
 
THE FLOWSTROKE 
               
     The combination of the basic components causes the 
flowstroke to occur, in which the life in the basic 
relationship becomes functional. (One may wish to refer 
again to the flowchart on page 13.)   
     Called the flowstroke because it is through the 
flowstroke that the life in the basic relationship flows in 
time and space, the flowstroke includes one’s actions, 
thoughts and words in the relationship, as well as essentially 
everything in one’s life other than the objectivity of the 
stroke. With the relative objects one’s life gains dimensions, 
while one’s actions, thoughts and words constitute one’s 
functional behavior and cause one’s circumstances. 
     With each stroke, one creates a complex pattern of 
associations which is simultaneously stored in memory, and 
out of these patterns, subsequent strokes are created. 
     The following example is given to illustrate how import-
ant the flowstroke is to a stroke as well as indicate its 
potential ramifications as part of a pattern of one’s life.  
 
OBJECTIVITY:        my wife      
SUBJECTIVITY:  I have a happy marriage  
PERCEPTION:     unfaithful 
1st RESPONSE:   hurt 
 
     In this combination of basic component elements, a man 
who is in relation to his wife with the subjectivity “I have a 
happy marriage” sees his wife as unfaithful and is hurt. The 
stroke would be very different if in the flowstroke he picked 
up a knife and went toward his wife instead of picked up his 
car keys and went out the door.          
     Because the stroke, which is a pattern of associations, 
will be stored (let’s say the dramatic one with the knife), 
elements of it, in one way or another, will inevitably surface 
in his strokes in the future and, unless his wife is oblivious 
to his presence, elements of his stroke (him with a knife, for 
example), will become part of a pattern of associations in 
her life as well. One is always creating one’s present and 
future life. 
  
Changes in flowstrokes  
     As previously mentioned, it is possible for flowstroke 
elements to change without a change occurring in the basic 
relationship. Also, changes in the flowstroke can occur with 
or without a catalyst. When changes occur only in the 
flowstroke, a new synthesis of the stroke occurs as the new 
elements join or replace others and they are integrated into 
the stroke, coloring the stroke with new meanings, while at 
the same time reinforcing the basic relationship. For 
example, while riding along in a car, feeling relaxed in 
relation to the pleasant view with the subjectivity “I enjoy 
life,” a person might see different things in passing, such as 
a farmhouse, a group of cows, a cloud formation, or 
someone in a field, each of which doesn’t change the basic 
relationship of the stroke, yet the addition or subtraction of 
these relative objects will cause subtle changes to occur, 
which in turn cause other flowstroke elements to change. 
For instance, a new relative object might cause one to think 
different thoughts or change one’s position on the car seat 
to see it, or to say different things, but these changes could 
all occur without changing the basic relationship of the 
stroke, in which, feeling relaxed in relation to the pleasant 
view, one is achieving one’s subjectivity and enjoying life.  
     Joanne of the example stroke could remain in the same 
basic relationship while traveling the entire yard and even 
the neighborhood, looking for Timmy. The new or changed 
elements are synthesized into the stroke as it maintains 
homeostasis (see process on pages 13-14).  
 
RELATIVE OBJECTS    Relative objects are associative 
and are attracted by the basic relationship of the stroke as 
well as by other components of the flowstroke and the 
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stroke as a whole. They have a bearing on and/or reflect the 
stroke. 
 
     Relative objects are objectively defined just as object-
ivities are, but are not the object of the basic relationship.  
Rather they exist in relation to the overall relationship; they 
are attracted to and exist in relation to the stroke.         
     If a woman who is excited in relation to someone or 
something is filing her nails, the nail file will be a relative 
object and her excitement will be reflected in the way she 
handles the nail file. At the same time, the fact that she is 
filing her nails while she is excited about something 
conveys information as well. In the same vein, if a married 
couple is having coffee and the husband is patiently trying 
to explain something to his wife, all this will be reflected in 
the way he handles his coffee cup. She on the other hand 
may be bored, which will be reflected in the way she 
handles her cup.  
     The physical objects one handles, such as a cup or a 
book or a steering wheel, can be relative objects, but 
relative objects can be anything, such as another person, the 
time of day, the cold or other weather condition, a past 
event, one’s surroundings or things in one’s surroundings, 
as well as people or things that aren’t physically present at 
all. For an example of a non-physical relative object, if a 
young woman, in love, is on a train platform saying 
goodbye to her lover and the train’s departure time (which 
is imminent) is a relative object, the departure time will add 
urgency to her expressions of love. 
     Since a relative object is attracted because of its 
relevance to a stroke, only certain things will be drawn into 
the immediate sphere of a stroke, while others won’t be 
attracted at all. Strictly speaking however, relative objects 
are everything in the universe other than the objectivity of 
the stroke. Relative objects are of course part of other 
strokes, or patterns, in memory, and so just as elements are 
newly configured from stroke to stroke in the creation of a 
pattern, so all the strokes in memory conform themselves to 
the present stroke in the present moment, which creates a    
vast ever-changing pattern of associations. 
 
 
Fig. 14 
     The relative objects are the only differences in the two 
pictures of the woman in Fig. 14. As you may see, they 
produce different associations and meanings. 
     In the ongoing example stroke of Joanne, more relative 
objects could have been included, such as the police (who 
may need to be called), or storm clouds, or other things 
which may bear on her behavior in the stroke.   
 
Location and mechanism 
     Just like objectivities, relative objects are wherever they 
are. If a relative object is a person, it is wherever that person 
is. If it is the time of day, it is everywhere; if it is something 
one is wearing, then it is on one’s body. If it is an object 
that comes to mind as an association, it is within one’s 
mind. Relative objects can be seen, touched, tasted, smelled, 
heard, sensed or thought. (They can be objects in thought 
but they are not thoughts themselves.) 
 
(Joanne)  
Catalyst:       see empty yard 
OBJECTIVITY:               Timmy 
SUBJECTIVITY: The children are safe     
PERCEPTION:     missing 
1st RESPONSE:              frantic 
3rd RESPONSE:              missing 
1st MIND:  desperate 
3rd MIND:  gone 
1st  BODY:  distraught 
3rd  BODY:  absent 
RELATIVE OBJECTS:     yard, Timmy’s jacket, Bill   
                                         (husband/T’s father) 
 
1st ACTION     The 1st action is the subjective aspect of 
one’s physical action but not the actual physical action. 
   
     If you were to ask someone what he is doing, his answer 
would be his 1st action. The 1st action, however, does not 
constitute a conscious thought. Rather it subjectively 
informs the 3rd action, which is the actual physical action. 
Packing one’s suitcase with a 1st action, “going on 
vacation,” will be different from packing one’s suitcase 
with a 1st action “getting out of town.” It derives from the 
basic relationship. Like other kinds of 1st and 3rds, the 1st 
and 3rd actions are two aspects of one thing; in this case, 
the action. 
 
Location and mechanism 
     The 1st action  informs  the 3rd  action.  It entails the 
subjective movement of the body and “colors” and  
“shapes” the physicalization of the 3rd action. 
 
(Joanne)  
Catalyst:     see empty yard 
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OBJECTIVITY:               Timmy 
SUBJECTIVITY: The children are safe     
PERCEPTION:             missing 
1st RESPONSE:     frantic 
3rd RESPONSE:     missing 
1st MIND:  desperate 
3rd MIND:  gone 
1st  BODY:  distraught 
3rd BODY:  absent 
RELATIVE OBJECTS:    yard, Timmy’s jacket, Bill   
                                         (husband/T’s father) 
1st  ACTION:  looking for Timmy 
       
MOTIVE FORCE/PACE      Motive force is the degree of 
the motivational force of a stroke. It is the strength of the 
desire in the stroke. Pace refers to the actual speed of a 
person’s physical movements in a stroke.  
 
     Motive force and Pace are actually two components, but 
they are placed and considered together because of the 
meanings that their juxtaposition of energy and velocity 
create.  
     Obviously the life force of a person, which compels the 
production of the strokes themselves, is always in force, but 
the subjectivities a person has may each have a different 
priority or degree of importance in a person’s life. A 
weakening or strengthening of a subjectivity’s importance 
will be accompanied by a weakening or strengthening of the 
motive force of the strokes produced with that subjectivity. 
But even the motive force of a high priority subjectivity can 
be weakened when there is an unpleasant combination of 
other component elements in the stroke. 
 
The notations for motive force are: 
VS Very Strong 
S Strong 
MS Medium Strong 
M Medium 
MW Medium Weak 
W Weak 
VW Very Weak 
 
The notations for pace are: 
VF Very Fast 
F Fast 
MF Medium Fast 
M Medium 
MS Medium Slow 
S Slow 
VS Very Slow 
 
     Motive force and pace are relative, for instance slow for 
one person may be fast for another; slow for a person at a 
young age may be fast for that same person at an older age.  
A weak motive force in one person may be a strong motive 
force in another.        
     A stroke with a subjectivity for survival when some-
thing is threatening one’s life will likely have a strong 
motive force. A subjectivity in which weight loss is the aim 
could have a medium motive force when no actual sweets 
are present but a weak motive force in a stroke in which 
there is a chocolate cake on the table. On the other hand, the 
presence of the chocolate cake could cause a strengthening 
of motive force. In the case of the ongoing example stroke 
of Joanne, there is a very strong motive force behind her 
subjectivity, “The children are safe,” and her pace is very 
fast. 
       Motive force and pace combinations are interesting. For 
example, a very strong motive force coupled with a very 
slow pace indicates a person with a very strong desire 
carrying out an action in a very slow and deliberate manner.  
Or a weak motive force with a fast pace in a stroke may 
indicate someone who just wants to get something over and 
done with.   
 
Location and mechanism 
     Motive force originates with the subjectivity.   Pace is 
achieved with the motive force energy and entails the whole 
body.  
 
3RD ACTION      The 3rd action encompasses the physical 
action and activity in the stroke, which include any physical 
movement and any physical engagement with objects. It 
also includes a person’s physical location in space. 
                                     
     Examples of 3rd actions are: “seated on right side of the 
table, writing;” “running to the telephone;” “walking to-
wards door, putting on coat,” “standing at the sink, washing 
dishes,” “reaching for the light switch,” “lying on the bed.” 
The 1st action is subjective and the 3rd action objective, 
which means that the 1st action is what a person believes he 
is doing, and the 3rd action is what he is actually doing.  
(As previously explained, the 1st action is not a conscious 
thought but rather it subjectively informs the 3rd action.) A 
person whose 3rd action is “sweeping,” will sweep in one 
way if the 1st action is “getting everything ready,” and 
sweep in another if the 1st action is “killing time.” A 1st 
action could be “fixing the stove,” with a 3rd action 
“kicking the stove.” Depending on the basic relationship of 
the stroke, in a 1st action a person could be “remembering 
Eddie,” with such different 3rd actions as: “pasting 
photographs into an album,” “standing at the window, 
looking out,” or “running to the car.” 
 
(Joanne)  
Catalyst:     see empty yard 
OBJECTIVITY:      Timmy 
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SUBJECTIVITY: The children are safe     
PERCEPTION:  missing 
1st RESPONSE:     frantic 
3rd RESPONSE:      missing 
1st MIND:  desperate 
3rd MIND:  gone 
1st  BODY:  distraught 
3rd BODY:  absent 
RELATIVE OBJECTS: yard, Timmy’s jacket, Bill  
(husband/T’s father) 
1st  ACTION:               looking for Timmy 
MF/P: VS/VF 
3rd ACTION:   in yard, running to and fro 
 
Location and mechanism 
     Actions and activities are carried out by the body.  
 
THOUGHT   The thought is a person’s thought in a stroke.  
 
Thought emerges from the combination of the previous 
components, and it integrates the information deriving from 
the other components.  
     Thought in a stroke is consistent with or complementary 
to the information generated in the rest of the stroke, but 
there can also be wide variations in the thought. Take for 
example a person who is in relation to a bus with the 
subjectivity “I’m a good employee.” If he perceives the bus 
as “late” and is “agitated,” he might, as he waits for the bus, 
have the thought, “the shipment won’t get out on time.”  Or, 
he could have the thought, “I’ll have to tell Bill I’ll work 
late.” In both cases the thought relates to the subjectivity in 
which what’s at stake is whether he’s a good employee. 
Either of these thoughts can integrate the other elements of 
the stroke, but in the first thought he is concerned about the 
operation of the company and in the second he is concerned 
about fulfilling his time commitment, both of which are 
concerns of someone wanting to be a good employee. In 
both cases the thought is rooted in the subjectivity and 
integrates the other elements, but the thoughts create 
different meanings.  
     Even though in this explanation I am writing the 
thoughts as full sentences or phrases, thoughts in the form 
of full-blown sentences don’t usually occur. In fact, as one 
can judge for oneself, thoughts seem more like fleeting 
mental impressions or reflections, or sometimes like a 
grammarless inner monologue of sorts. Thought cannot 
occur without the elements of the components that precede 
it in the stroke. In addition to creating the conditions for 
thought, the other components constitute the person who 
has the capacity to think as well as provide the person with 
things to think about.   
     Sometimes it seems as though there is nothing going on 
in the component of thought at all. The structural and 
functional domain of the component is never absent, 
however, and as is the case with all the other components 
explained so far, it is integral to the maintenance of the flow 
of energy and information through the system.      
 
Location and mechanism 
     Thoughts occur in the brain. They can be passive 
associations or they can be deliberately developed out of the 
associative elements of the rest of the stroke, in order to 
create more meaning, or greater sense of their combination.  
 
(Joanne)  
Catalyst:     see empty yard 
OBJECTIVITY:                 Timmy 
SUBJECTIVITY: The children are safe     
PERCEPTION:  missing 
1st RESPONSE:      frantic 
3rd RESPONSE             missing 
1st MIND:       desperate 
3rd MIND:  gone 
1st  BODY:  distraught 
3rd BODY:  absent 
RELATIVE OBJECTS:     yard, Timmy’s jacket,  
                                           Bill (husband/T’s father)  
1st  ACTION:  looking for Timmy 
MF/P:   VS/VF 
3rd ACTION:  In yard, running to and fro 
THOUGHT:  Where can he be?! 
 
VOLUME/PITCH/SPEED     Volume refers to the loud-
ness or softness of the voice, pitch to the highness or 
lowness of the voice, and speed  to the speed at which the 
words are spoken.  They also apply to non-verbal vocal 
sounds, such as laughter or crying. They emerge from the 
combination of the previous components.  
 
     Volume/Pitch/Speed are actually three different com-
ponents, but because they all relate to the voice they are 
considered together.  
 
The notations for Volume are: 
VL Very Loud 
L Loud 
ML Medium Loud 
M Medium 
MS Medium Soft 
S Soft 
VS Very Soft 
 
The notations for Pitch are: 
VH Very High 
H High 
MH Medium High 
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M Medium 
ML Medium Low 
L Low 
VL Very Low 
 
The notations for Speed are: 
VF Very Fast 
F Fast 
MF Medium Fast 
M Medium 
MS Medium Slow 
S Slow 
VS Very Slow 
 
     In the continuing example stroke, the Volume/Pitch/ 
Speed is L/MH/F (Loud/MediumHigh/Fast), which means 
that in the example stroke Joanne’s voice is loud, has a 
medium high pitch, and she is speaking fast. Changes in 
even in these components can make a great difference. 
Meanings will be different if “You look wonderful” is said 
softly in a low voice rather than loudly in a medium-pitched 
voice, or if it is said slowly rather than fast. Simply a 
change in the loudness or softness of the voice, a change in 
pitch, or the speed with which a person speaks can cause 
significant differences in meaning. 
 
Location and mechanism 
     Sound is generated in the larynx, or voice box, which 
houses the vocal chords. Air from the lungs  flows through  
the vocal chords, which manipulate volume and pitch. The 
lips and tongue achieve the speed of speech. 
 
WORD(S)    The word(s) are the actual words, word, or 
part of a word spoken in a stroke.  
 
     Although the component is called “word(s)” and not 
“language,” it could just as well be called language. The 
reason it is called word(s) is that sometimes just a word or 
part of a word occurs in a stroke, and so word(s) seemed an 
apt name for the component.   
     The elements of the components preceding the 
component of words can compel one to speak, or words 
may be spoken because they are part of a pattern retrieved 
from memory. The words in a stroke have meanings in 
themselves, which meanings compound the complexity of 
the stroke. The words, and not only the information they 
contain, but the level of intelligence they convey through 
their choice and vernacular, as well as the rhythms in which 
they are spoken, all contain and convey information about 
the speaker as well as about that of which he speaks.   
     Words will come out in different ways, depending on the 
integrated elements of the rest of the stroke. For example, 
the words “Good morning” will be said in one way when 
one is in relation to the coffee, which smells good, but in 
another way when in relation to one’s hangover, which is 
painful. Or, “Good morning” may be said apologetically to 
someone when one has overslept, or automatically, in 
response to someone who says it to you while you’re 
engaged in reading the paper. The other elements of a stroke 
color and determine the delivery of the words, giving them 
meanings in addition to their dictionary definitions and 
literal sense.  
     The way words are spoken is not always consistent with 
the combination of elements in the rest of the stroke when a 
person is lying. Of course some people are extremely good 
liars, but generally speaking when one is lying the 
subjectivity has to do with getting away with a lie. In such a 
case there are inconsistencies in the stroke as one fabricates 
behavior that is not consistent with the subjectivity, and this 
often catches a person up. The inconsistencies are often 
exposed by the voice.           
     Strokes do not always include words because of course 
people are not always speaking. However, unless there is an 
impairment affecting one’s capacity to speak or process 
language, the domain of language is always present and 
connected to the rest of the stroke and words can come out 
at any time.   
    
Location and mechanism 
     Words are associatively retrieved from memory and 
speech is implemented by the vocal instrument.   
     
The whole stroke example: 
 
(Joanne)  
Catalyst:                      see empty yard 
OBJECTIVITY:          Timmy 
SUBJECTIVITY:     The children are safe     
PERCEPTION:      missing 
1st RESPONSE:         frantic 
3rd RESPONSE:          missing 
1st MIND:                   desperate 
3rd MIND:                   gone 
1st  BODY:                   distraught 
3rd BODY:                   absent 
RELATIVE OBJECTS:     yard, Timmy’s jacket,  
                                               Bill (husband/T’s father) 
1st ACTION:                   looking for Timmy 
MF/P:      VS/VF 
3 rd ACTION:                   In yard, running to and fro 
THOUGHT:                   Where can he be?! 
V/P/S:       L/MH/F 
WORD(S):     Timmy! Timmy!   Where are   
    you?! Timmy! 
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7.   Strokes in Other Fields 
 
     When I first started to study to find out how strokes 
might be useful in fields other than acting, I found myself 
trying to understand subjects that were not of the kind that 
had ever interested me. I love art and history, particularly 
art history, and biographies, and subjects like computer 
programming were totally foreign to me. But the first 
inkling I’d had that strokes had implications beyond the 
field of acting was when I understood that there was a 
computational aspect to human behavior. So in 1986 I 
bought a computer thinking that perhaps with it I could 
understand more about strokes as well as create something 
that could make the composition of strokes more conven-
ient. As I’ve said, composing was fun, and it seemed like it 
would make a great software program. But very quickly I 
discovered that I was utterly incapable of doing anything of 
the sort as I could barely even relate to the computer. At the 
time, computers were only beginning to be popular and 
although I knew a couple of writers who had them, I didn’t 
know any programmers or computer scientists who might 
be able to explain things about them to me.  But by the 
1990’s computers were common, as was the concept of 
programming, and I began to understand and find words for 
many of the things I had previously only sensed were some 
of the implications of strokes in connection with computers. 
I was able to see strokes as a kind of database program that 
processes the information of life. I also imagined it being 
used as the basis of programs for anthropologists, 
sociologists, or psychologists, to do things like track 
patterns of behavior and culture, or to develop strategies for 
conflict resolution. As animation technology developed, I 
thought strokes could be used to create new kinds of 
animation programs and imaginative new games. It seemed 
that strokes had so much to offer and the possibilities 
seemed endless.   
      Over the years I have explored many different subjects 
as I have found that strokes relates to so many. I have 
always been grateful to find books or scholarly papers that 
enable me to understand something about a difficult subject 
that leads to a further understanding of strokes. Through 
these studies, I have found that strokes provides some 
unique perspectives that I can’t help wanting to share. 
 
8.   Strokes and Evolution 
 
     As everyone knows, the most famous theory of evolution 
is that of Charles Darwin (1809-1882), the English 
naturalist, who presented his theory in 1859 in his book, 
The Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection. 
Basically, the theory states that organisms that best adapt to 
environmental pressures and changes and successfully 
compete for food and a mate will reproduce in greater 
numbers. Thus, the stronger, adapted traits, which also 
occur by random mutation, are passed down to succeeding 
generations in greater numbers, while others tend to be 
eliminated. In this way the evolution of species occurs over 
time.   
     After Darwin, Gregor Mendel (1882-1884), a Czech-
German monk who was the son of a farmer, laid the 
foundation for modern genetics by discovering laws of 
heredity, namely that hereditary factors do not simply blend 
together but are passed on intact, or in other words, that 
hereditary factors are discrete. Through extensive 
experiments with pea plants, he discovered that each parent 
transmits only half of its hereditary factors to each 
offspring, with certain factors dominating, and that different 
offspring of the same parents receive different sets of 
hereditary factors. Today these hereditary factors are known 
as genes.   
     In 1953, James Watson and Francis Crick discovered 
DNA. Most people have seen representations of DNA, a 
polymer which consists of two long chains of nucleotides 
twisted into a double helix. The sequence of nucleotides in 
the DNA carries the genetic information in the cell and 
determines individual hereditary characteristics. DNA repli-
cates and synthesizes RNA, which serves as a template for 
the translation of the information contained in DNA into 
proteins. Proteins, which are polymers composed of dif-
ferent combinations of twenty amino acids, form the basis 
of all living tissues and play a central role in biological 
processes. 
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     In Darwinism, organisms are essentially “survival mach-
ines,” which is why the expression “survival of the fittest,” 
a phrase coined by the English philosopher Herbert Spencer 
to describe Darwin’s theory, became a popular expression 
which Darwin himself adopted. The major question or 
controversy involving Darwinism, as has been noted by 
most experts, is that the accumulation of small adaptive 
modifications does not adequately account for the 
emergence of new species.14 Darwin’s position on this was 
that eventual discoveries of fossils would fill in the gaps, 
but this apparently has not proved to be the case.  
     When I first began to read about evolution, I was 
surprised to find as much controversy as there is on the 
subject. I had always thought that everything about 
evolution was settled and that the only real controversy that 
existed was between those who believe in Darwin’s theory 
of evolution and those who believe that everything was 
created by God, as told in the Bible. But I soon realized that 
while Darwin’s theory is still the prevailing and most 
popular theory of evolution, there are additional theories as 
well as many questions on the subject that stir heated 
debate. A major one of these is known as the nature-nurture 
debate, which is concerned with the degrees of influence 
nature and nurture have in the evolution of an organism. 
Nature (inherited traits in the form of genes) is all that an 
organism is born with, and nurture (environment) refers to 
the influence of experiences, parents, peers, society, and 
ecological/ geographic factors. Based on the evidence of 
strokes, nature and nurture, which are tantamount to person 
and environment, are inseparable aspects of a single entity 
of life and so neither can be realistically excluded nor 
diminished. They are not even two separate processes or 
things, but one: on a fundamental level, nature actually 
nurtures itself, as strokes clearly shows.  
     I was drawn to the study of evolution after I started 
reading about systems, which I first read about to find out 
what kind of system strokes was, and found out that it is a 
complex system. A complex system is one with simple 
components but complex overall behavior. Reading 
Complexity: The Emerging Science  at the Edge of Order 
and Chaos, by M. Mitchell Waldrop, the following  passage 
was exciting to me because I recognized features of strokes:    
 
“He hadn’t thought that physics was anything like 
biology.  In fact it wasn’t like biology, the atoms and 
molecules that the physicists usually studied were 
much, much simpler than proteins and DNA. And 
yet, when you looked at those simple atoms and 
molecules interacting in massive numbers, you saw 
all the same phenomena, tiny initial differences 
producing enormously different effects. Simple dyn-
amics producing astonishingly complex behaviors. A 
handful of pieces falling into a near-infinity of possi-
ble patterns. Somehow…the phenomena of physics 
and biology were the same.”15 
 
     With strokes, simple dynamics produce “astonishingly 
complex behaviors,” and a handful of pieces, or elements, 
can fall into “a near-infinity of possible patterns.” And with 
strokes, the phenomena of physics and biology—and 
psychology, sociology, and indeed all of culture—are part 
of the same complex system. 
     Complex behavior emerges because a combination of 
interacting elements are more than the sum of its parts. 
Temperature, for example, is an emergent property of 
interacting molecules. It may be difficult to accept that all 
possible complexities of human behavior can emerge from 
the interacting components of strokes, but demonstrably 
they can.           
     Reading in an effort to understand more about complex 
systems, I came across the writings of the theoretical 
biologist Stuart Kaufmann. In Origins of Order: Self-
Organization and Selection in Evolution, he wrote that 
natural selection is not the sole source of the “over-
whelming and beautiful order which graces the living 
world.” He makes the case that evolution is a collaboration 
between self-organizing systems and natural selection, that 
“the self-organized properties of simple and complex 
systems provide the inherent order evolution has to work 
with ad initio and always,” and that they “permit, enable, 
and limit the efficacy of natural selection.”16 I wasn’t able 
to understand much more in the book, but I was encouraged 
by what I could understand because it enabled me to see 
strokes as a self-organizing complex system, driven by what 
could be described as mechanisms of selection and 
adaptation. The mathematical physicist Roger Penrose has 
speculated: 
 
   If we suppose that the action of the human brain, 
conscious or otherwise, is merely the acting out of 
some very complicated algorithm, then we must ask 
how such an extraordinarily effective algorithm 
actually came about. The standard answer, of 
course, would be ‘natural selection’. As creatures 
with brains evolved, those with the more effective 
algorithms would have a better tendency to survive 
and therefore, on the whole, had more progeny. 
These progeny also tended to carry more effective 
algorithms than their cousins, since they inherited 
the ingredients of these better algorithms from their 
parents; so gradually the algorithms improved 
…until they reached the remarkable status that we 
(would apparently) find in the human brain.17 
   
     He follows this, however, by saying that he “cannot see 
how natural selection can evolve algorithms which could 
have conscious judgments of the validity of other 
algorithms.”18 Yet since strokes is an innate, self-organizing 
system (and is itself an algorithm), driven by mechanisms 
of selection and adaptation, it seems that it could actually be 
the means of such a process. I believe that the primary 
components of a stroke are in operation in all living things 
as information is being processed in even the simplest of 
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organisms. The one-celled paramecium is capable of 
complex approach and avoidance behavior, reacting 
positively to stimuli like food and water and fleeing from 
negative stimuli like harmful chemicals. It even locates 
escape routes to get away.  Plants, with intentionality, seek 
the sun and open their leaves in response to it. Even the 
genome displays such systematic behavior, as the Nobel 
Prize-winning cytogeneticist Barbara McClintock discov-
ered. In a paper titled, “A 21st Century View of Evolution,” 
the bacterial geneticist James Shapiro says that 
McClintock’s discovery that living organisms actively 
reorganize their genomes has been confirmed by molecular 
genetics, which has also supported her view that the 
genome can “sense danger” and respond accordingly. He 
writes that the cellular potentials for information processing 
frees the thinking about evolution, and that it is even 
possible that information-processing capabilities will come 
to be seen as essential to life itself.19 This view is amply 
supported by strokes. 
     When, upon reading the opening page of a book called 
Polymer Science I learned that polymers are organic as well 
as synthetic, I was excited because I had already become 
aware that the process of strokes was consistent with the 
process of polymerization, which produces polymers. There 
are many kinds of polymers, but generally speaking a 
polymer is formed when molecules are induced by a 
catalyst to string themselves together in a chain, which then 
takes some kind of shape and performs some kind of 
function. The elements of a stroke are induced by a catalyst 
in a chain, which then takes the “shape” of a human being, 
behaving according to the induced elements. The molecular 
and global-level human processes are strikingly similar. The 
passage I read in the book was: 
 
   “Since the formation of the earth over 4 billion years ago, 
in its giant ‘laboratory’, elements like carbon, hydrogen, 
oxygen and nitrogen have been combining to form complex 
molecules. Such a combination some day must have 
triggered off the most intriguing and fascinating process 
called life, the material basis for whose origin was a 
polymer. This polymer, called protein, got synthesized in 
Nature from simple compounds like methane, ammonia and 
carbon dioxide. The life so started, then evolved through the 
ages and one form became ‘human’. And as it did so, 
almost the whole human body came to be built around the 
same polymer.”20  
      
     This made me think that perhaps a stroke is that 
polymer. It certainly seems like it is, and if so it’s exciting. 
The renowned Darwinian Richard Dawkins has said that if 
it was discovered that units of culture replicate themselves 
in something like the same way as DNA molecules, there 
could be a new kind of Darwinism.21  
 
 
 
 
9.   Strokes and Quantum Physics 
 
      In physics, a quantum refers to an indivisible entity of 
energy, the smallest amount of a physical quantity that can 
exist independently, especially a discrete quantity of radiant 
energy, which is light (and electromagnetic radiation 
generally). The quantum is a concept that grew out of the 
realization that electromagnetic radiation travels in discrete 
packets, called quanta, which is the plural of quantum.  
When I first read about this a bell rang, because strokes are 
essentially also discrete packets of electromagnetic energy. 
But something else, something even more significant than 
this about quantum physics, struck a chord and made me 
think that there was a definite connection between strokes 
and quantum physics.  
     Quantum theory is known as the wave particle duality of 
nature as it holds that both matter and energy have the 
properties of both particles and waves. It was discovered 
and developed by Werner Heisenberg, Max Planck, Neils 
Bohr, Max Born and others in the first decades of the 20th 
century.   
     Particles are a concentration of matter at a single point of 
space. Waves are diffused over a large area, like water 
waves on a lake, or sound waves.  Waves are not matter (the 
water) but only the vibrations or disturbances that move 
through it. So with these explanations it would seem that 
particles are matter and waves are energy, but according to 
quantum theory this is not necessarily so. The reason is that 
light—electromagnetic radiation, electrons, protons, and all 
subatomic particles—all have a wave nature as well as a 
particle nature. In the quantum world, matter and energy are 
dualistic. This wave-particle duality is traditionally 
illustrated in a famous experiment called the Double-Slit 
experiment, in which light passing through two slits in a 
screen behaves as particles or waves, depending on what the 
experimenter chooses to measure. For this reason, the 
Copenhagen Interpretation of quantum theory, developed 
primarily by Born and Heisenberg, holds that reality is not 
independent of the observer. Heisenberg argued that such 
things as an electron’s spin and location do not exist in 
nature unless and until we observe them.  This is what also 
struck a chord in me because it seemed similar to strokes in 
which a thing has no existence in one’s life unless and until 
it is perceived. 
     Unlike classical (Newtonian) physics, which is 
deterministic, for example the motion of bodies can be 
determined based on initial conditions, quantum theory 
deals only in probabilities, or as some like to say, 
possibilities. In classical physics the behavior of material 
bodies can be predicted, such as the movement of the 
planets around the sun, while the behavior of matter at the 
subatomic level, the domain of quantum physics, is 
uncertain. This, known as the Uncertainty Principle, 
challenged the long-held notion that in nature causes are 
followed by resultant effects. The principle of the concept 
of uncertainty was based on the supposition that causality 
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could not exist in relation to the observable.  However, I 
believe that strokes demonstrates that it does.    
       In my efforts to understand quantum mechanics, it has 
helped to know that much about it is still not understood, 
even by physicists, because that has made me feel freer to 
speculate on the subject myself.  Explanations of what is 
not understood and the problems of quantum physics have  
been most helpful as they have provided leading questions. 
In an extremely stimulating dialogue, published in the book, 
Space and Eternal Life, astronomer and mathematician 
Chandra Wickramasinghe and Buddhist scholar and teacher 
Daisaku Ikeda have the following exchange:  
 
WICKRAMASINGHE: According to Bohr’s version of the 
quantum theory, the external world and the observer’s 
perception of it are inextricably linked. According to 
quantum theory, the external world has no existence 
independent of our perception of it. The philosophical 
implications of the quantum theory are indeed profound, 
and several aspects of it are still the subject of vigorous 
debate.  Einstein, for one, was convinced right to the end of 
his life that quantum theory lacked an essential ingredient in 
its assertion that the world ‘out there’ can only exist in 
relation to an observer and to a specified experiment that 
must be defined. Einstein and Bohr had a famous argument 
on such matters. 
 
IKEDA:  The focus of their argument was what is known 
today as the Copenhagen interpretation of quantum physics. 
Here, determinism is replaced with statistical probability 
and the inseparability of observer and observation is shown. 
In other words, the Copenhagen interpretation introduces 
the philosophically extremely interesting concept of a 
relationship between the perceiving subject and its object. 
 
WICKRAMASINGHE: The observable physical world is 
manifestly deterministic, but every transition at an atomic or 
subatomic level lacks determinacy in the way you have 
described. It is the observation itself, the intervention of the 
observer’s consciousness, that removes indeterminacy at 
each observed step. The world can indeed be seen as a 
sequence of such observational steps. Within each step the 
laws of quantum mechanics apply, but to proceed from one 
step to the next it is necessary for consciousness to 
intervene.”22  
      This exchange helps to explain the relevance of strokes 
to quantum physics. Strokes shows how “the external world 
and the observer’s perception of it are inextricably linked,” 
and, because of this evidence of inseparability, strokes 
shows that it is true that “the external world has no 
existence independent of our perception of it.” And in 
strokes, the “intervention of the observer’s consciousness” 
“removes indeterminacy at each observed step” as causal 
interactions occur “between the perceiving subject and its 
object.” Because of all these things, I believe that the 
“sequence of observational steps,” in which “the world can 
indeed be seen” is one and the same as strokes.  
     In The Emperor’s New Mind, Roger Penrose asks wheth-
er our brains and minds can be adequately described within 
the rules of classical and quantum theory as they are 
presently understood:  
 
There is certainly a puzzle for any ‘ordinary’ 
quantum description of our brains,” he writes, “since 
the action of ‘observation’ is taken to be an essential 
ingredient of the valid interpretation of conventional 
quantum theory. Is the brain to be regarded as 
‘observing itself’ whenever a thought or perception 
emerges into conscious awareness? The convention-
al theory leaves us with no clear rule as to how 
quantum mechanics could take this into account, 
and thereby apply to the brain as a whole.23  
 
     I believe that the solution to this intriguing puzzle can 
also be found in strokes, in which, as soon as the perception 
becomes the 3rd response, the brain is indeed observing 
itself. For example, a person in relation to a hospital (the 
objectivity) with the subjectivity, “I’m free,” may perceive 
the hospital as confining and feel frustrated. Through the 
systematic dynamics of strokes, the perception becomes the 
3rd response, making the perception, “confining,” fully half 
the person himself, interacting opposite the 1st response. In 
so doing, his perception of the hospital as “confining” is 
also an observation of himself. Therefore the brain, which 
signals these interactions, is in fact observing itself.  
       In Great Ideas in Physics, the author and theoretical 
physicist Alan Lightman writes, “Evidently the observer, 
and the knowledge sought by the observer, play some kind 
of fundamental role in the properties of the thing observed. 
The observer is somehow part of the system. These results 
call into question the long-held notion of an external reality, 
outside and independent of the observer. There is nothing 
more profound and disturbing in all of physics.”24 I believe 
strokes provides an answer to this as well, as it demon-
strates that the observer is the system.  
 
 
10.   Strokes Toward the Future 
 
     As I have in so many ways already said, the more I 
learned about acting the more I found that it is the same as 
real life. Obviously there are differences—no one in real 
life expects to meet a character in a play and move in 
together. But people and characters both use real minds and 
bodies and, when characters are created and played by very 
good actors, they use the same complex global human 
operating system. Certainly everyone who has ever said 
they are fine when they are not knows that acting is simply 
a part of living. And as strokes shows, people’s lives and 
characters’ lives are both built, actually built, out of their 
dreams for their lives. Continuing on my unusual journey as 
an actor, this encourages me. 
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